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Roy L. Austin, Jr. (DC Bar #980360)
Deputy Assistant Attorney General
Jonathan M. Smith (DC Bar #396578)
Edward G. Caspar (MA Bar #650566)
Sergio Perez (CA Bar #274798)
Jennifer L. Mondino (NY Bar #4141636)
Paul Killebrew (LA Bar #32176)
U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Attorneys for the United States

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Manuel de Jesus Ortega Melendres, on

behalf of himself and all others similarly No. PHX-CV-07-02513-GMS
situated; et al.,
Plaintiffs STATEMENT OF INTEREST BY

THE UNITED STATES
V.

Joseph M. Arpaio, in his individual and

official capacity as Sheriff of Maricopa

County, Arizona; et al.,

Defendants.

Pursuant to its authority under 28 U.S.C. 8 517, the United States respectfully
submits this Statement of Interest concerning the appropriate form of relief in this case.
The United States has a broad interest in ensuring that identified unconstitutional police
conduct is adequately remedied. It is responsible for enforcing several federal civil rights
statutes that prohibit law enforcement agencies such as the Maricopa County Sheriff’s
Office (MCSO) from depriving persons of rights under the United States Constitution and
federal laws. The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, 42 U.S.C. §

14141, authorizes the Attorney General to file lawsuits seeking court orders to reform
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police departments engaging in patterns or practices of civil rights violations. The United
States also enforces the anti-discrimination provisions of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968, 42 U.S.C. § 3789d, and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, 42 U.S.C. 8 2000d, which prohibit discrimination on the basis of race, color, sex,
or national origin by police departments receiving federal funds. Pursuant to these
statutes, the United States has worked to remedy violations of the Constitution and other
federal laws and to achieve sustainable reform in numerous law enforcement agencies
throughout the country. See, e.g., United States v. Puerto Rico, 12-cv-2039 (D.P.R. filed
Dec. 21, 2012); United States v. Town of East Haven, 12-cv-1652 (D. Conn. filed Nov.
20, 2012); United States v. City of Seattle, 12-cv-1282 (W.D. Wash. filed July 27, 2012);
United States v. City of New Orleans, 12-cv-1924 (E.D. La. filed July 24, 2012); United
States v. Territory of the Virgin Islands, 08-cv-158 (D.V.I. filed Dec. 23, 2008); United
States v. City of Detroit, 03-72258 (E.D. Mich. filed June 12, 2003); United States v. City
of Los Angeles, 00-cv-11769 (C.D. Cal. filed Nov. 3, 2000); United States v. City of
Pittsburgh, 97-cv-354 (W.D. Pa. filed Feb. 26, 1997).

In its May 24, 2013 Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, this Court asked the

parties to consider three previous stipulations of settlement in other jurisdictions,
including two secured by the United States. See Doc. 579, Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law, at 141 (referencing stipulations of settlement in United States v. Los
Angeles (2001) and United States v. New Jersey (1999)). Additionally, the United States

invites the attention of the Court and parties to the very recent Consent Decree in United

States v. City of New Orleans, which the United States District Court for the Eastern

District of Louisiana formally approved after a contested evidentiary fairness hearing.
See Ex. A (Consent Decree Regarding the New Orleans Police Department); United
States v. City of New Orleans, 2013 WL 2351266, No. 12-1924 (E.D. La. May 23, 2013)

(denying motion to vacate decree).

As this Court is aware, the United States also has brought suit against Sheriff

Arpaio seeking relief from patterns or practices of constitutional violations, including
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widespread discrimination in policing activities such as traffic stops, workplace
enforcement operations, and jail operations; systemic violations of persons’ rights under
the Fourth Amendment, including during traffic stops and workplace enforcement
operations; and retaliation against critics of Arpaio in violation of the First Amendment.

See Complaint, United States v. Maricopa County, et al., No. 2:12-cv-981 (May 10,

2013) (attached hereto as Ex. B). The United States’ claims in that suit encompass, but
are broader than, the unconstitutional discriminatory conduct that this Court has found
MCSO to have engaged in concerning its immigration-enforcement-related traffic stops.
In seeking a pre-suit resolution of the constitutional violations that the United States
found after a three-year investigation of MCSO, the United States proposed to MCSO an
agreement informed by the United States’ experience securing relief from constitutional
violations by law enforcement agencies. The provisions of the proposed agreement are
consistent with what the United States—often in partnership with the law enforcement
agencies themselves—has found to be effective in remedying systemic constitutional
violations, enhancing police services, and restoring the trust of the community in their
law enforcement officers. A copy of the proposed agreement is attached as Exhibit C.*
The United States drafted the proposal in February 2012. The evidence heard by the
Court during the trial in this case several months later and the Court’s detailed factual
findings may require additional relief not addressed in the 2012 proposal.

In this case, given the nature of the violations in which the Court has found the
Sheriff to have engaged, and the resistance he has demonstrated to lawful checks on his
power, effective relief would include, but not be limited to, the following ingredients:

e An independent monitor to assess and report on MCSQ’s compliance with the

remedial measures ordered by the Court;

! The proposed agreement is marked as privileged and confidential. News media previously obtained a copy of the
proposal in April 2012, See Nick R. Martin & Ryan J. Reilly, “Feds Want Sheriff Joe Arpaio To Rein In His
Famous Posses,” TPMMuckrakder, April 19, 2012, available at http://tpmmuckraker.talkingpointsmemo.com/
2012/04/arpaio_posse_justice_department.php, and counsel for MCSO previously released portions of it to the
public, see Matthew Hendley, “Joe Arpaio/MCSO Lawyer Explains Some Actual Objections to Justice Department
Monitor,” Phoenix New Times, May 14, 2012, available at http://blogs.phoenixnewtimes.com/valleyfever/2012/05/
joe_arpaiomcso_lawyer_explains.php. The United States includes it here in its entirety.

3
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Reformed policies and procedures to ensure bias-free policing and practices that
are consistent with Fourth Amendment protections;

Adequate training to ensure the compliance of all MCSO personnel;

Reforms to ensure appropriate supervision of MCSO personnel, including the
deployment of sufficient numbers of qualified MCSO supervisors in the field to
ensure deputies’ compliance;

Requirements to collect data sufficient to measure the effect of any racial bias on
MCSO?’s traffic enforcement, data relating to such factors as the perceived race of
each person stopped, the reasons for each stop, and the time and duration of each
stop;

Provisions for language assistance in policing operations, particularly among those
subjected to stops;

Public meetings on MCSOQO’s reform initiatives, and the ability to adopt or modify
measures that take into account public feedback;

Sustained community outreach so that MCSO can hear and appropriately respond
to community concerns;

The monitor’s use of performance metrics to measure MCSQ’s progress in
implementing reforms;

Appropriate accountability and oversight measures within MCSO, such as an
“early identification system” to identify and respond to potentially problematic
behaviors as early as possible; and policies and procedures that encourage the
reporting of potential misconduct, ensure that such reports are appropriately
investigated, and that any misconduct is appropriately addressed; and

Reporting requirements to keep apprised the monitor, the parties, the Court, and

the community on MCSQO’s reform efforts.

The United States has engaged in preliminary conversations with plaintiffs in this

case and would welcome the opportunity to participate more directly with the parties in
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negotiations aimed at reaching an agreement on the form of appropriate relief. The
United States believes that such talks appropriately could address the possibility of a
global settlement encompassing the United States’ claims against the Sheriff in United

States v. Maricopa County, et al. Such an agreement would be in the interests of all of

the parties, the Court, and the people of Maricopa County. The United States respectfully
requests that the Court provide the parties and the United States with an opportunity to
further discuss mutually acceptable measures.

Respectfully submitted,

Roy L. Austin, Jr.
Deputy Assistant Attorney General

/s/ Edward G. Caspar

Jonathan M. Smith (DC Bar #396578)
Edward G. Caspar (MA Bar #650566)

Sergio Perez (CA Bar #274798)

Jennifer L. Mondino (NY Bar #4141636)
Paul Killebrew (LA Bar #32176)

U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Tel. (202) 514-2000/Fax (202) 514-6273
edward.g.caspar@usdoj.gov

ATTORNEYS FOR THE UNITED STATES

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| certify that on or about June 13, 2013, I used the Court’s CM/ECF system to

serve a true and correct copy of the foregoing on counsel of record.

/s/ Edward G. Caspar
EDWARD G. CASPAR
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EXHIBIT A
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121.  9459: “may” changed to “shall” so that sentence reads: “In conducting its assessments,
reviews, and audits, and in developing its monitoring plan and review methodologies, the
Monitor shall coordinate and confer with the IPM to avoid duplication of effort and expenses.”
122.  § XIX.J: “between” changed to “Between.”

123.  9§460: comma added and “and” removed after “Superintendent.”

124. 9§ 461: comma added after “reports.”

125. 9 463: “Monitoring” changed to “Monitor.”

126. 9 469: “and” removed before “the City’s assessment of the status of its progress.”

127.  9469: “six months” changed to “180 days”

128. 4 470: extra space removed after “hearings.”

129.  9477: removed: “The Parties have agreed to use New Orleans’ procurement process in

selecting the Monitor,” as the process has been revised consistent with the Court’s instruction.
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EXHIBIT B
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Thomas E. Perez

Assistant Attorney General
Roy L. Austin, Jr. (IL Bar #6228785)

Deputy Assistant Attorney General
Jonathan M. Smith (DC Bar #396578
Winsome G. Gayle (NY Bar #3974193)
Sergio Perez (CA Bar #274798
Jennifer L. Mondino (NY Bar #4141636)
Edward G. Caspar (MA Bar #_65_056621 o
U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

ph) 202-305-4164 / ifax) 202-514-6273,
email) winsome.gayle@usdoj.gov

Attorneys for the United States

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

United States of America,
Plaintiff,
V. COMPLAINT

No.

Maricopa County, Arizona; Maricopa
County Sheriff’s Office; and Joseph M.
Arpaio, in his official capacity as Sheriff of
Maricopa County, Arizona,

Defendants.

INTRODUCTION
1. The Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office (MCSO) and Sheriff Joseph M.
Arpaio (Arpaio) have engaged and continue to engage in a pattern or practice of
unlawful discriminatory police conduct directed at Latinos in Maricopa County and
jail practices that unlawfully discriminate against Latino prisoners with limited
English language skills. For example, Latinos in Maricopa County are frequently
stopped, detained, and arrested on the basis of race, color, or national origin, and

Latino prisoners with limited English language skills are denied important



mailto:winsome.gayle@usdoj.gov

© 00 ~N oo o & W DN P

N N RN DN N DN RN NN R B P P R B R R R
0 N o U W DN P O © 0o N o ool w N EP o

CaSase(713~6260983NOAD denerdri8D-3-il€d b d12 1 P aBaged 8233

constitutional protections. In addition, Defendants MCSO and Arpaio pursue a
pattern or practice of illegal retaliation against their perceived critics by subjecting
them to baseless criminal actions, unfounded civil lawsuits, or meritless
administrative actions.

2. As a result of the pattern or practice of unlawful discrimination, Latinos in
Maricopa County are systematically denied their constitutional rights; the relationship
between MCSO and key segments of the community is eroded, making it more
difficult for MCSO to fight crime; and the safety of prisoners and officers in the jails
is jeopardized. Constitutional policing is an essential element of effective law
enforcement. MCSO and Arpaio’s conduct is neither constitutional nor effective law
enforcement.

3. Defendant Maricopa County, which is responsible for funding and
oversight of MCSO, has failed to ensure that MCSO’s programs or activities comply
with the requirements of the Constitution and federal law.

4. The Defendants’ violations of the Constitution and laws of the United
States are the product of a culture of disregard in MCSO for Latinos that starts at the
top and pervades the organization. MCSO jail employees frequently refer to Latinos
as “wetbacks,” “Mexican bitches,” and “stupid Mexicans.” MCSO supervisors
involved in immigration enforcement have expressed anti-Latino bias, in one instance
widely distributing an email that included a photograph of a Chihuahua dog dressed in
swimming gear with the caption “A Rare Photo of a Mexican Navy Seal.” MCSO
and Arpaio’s words and actions set the tone and create a culture of bias that
contributes to unlawful actions.

5. MCSO promotes, and is indifferent to, the discriminatory conduct of its law
enforcement officers, as is demonstrated by inadequate policies, ineffective training,
virtually non-existent accountability measures, poor supervision, scant data collection

mechanisms, distorted enforcement prioritization, an ineffective complaint and
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disciplinary system, and dramatic departures from standard law enforcement
practices.

6. This Complaint sets out three categories of unlawful conduct: (1) a pattern
or practice of discriminatory and otherwise unconstitutional law enforcement actions
against Latinos in Maricopa County; (2) discriminatory jail practices against Latino
prisoners with limited English language skills; and (3) a pattern or practice of
retaliatory actions against perceived critics of MCSO activities.

7. This action is brought to enforce the First Amendment, Fourth Amendment,
and Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution; the Violent Crime
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, 42 U.S.C. § 14141, Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 2000d to 2000d-7; the Title VI implementing
regulations issued by the United States Department of Justice, 28 C.F.R. §§ 42.101 to
42.112; and Title VI contractual assurances.

8. The United States seeks declaratory and injunctive relief to remedy the
Defendants’ violations of the law and to ensure that MCSO implements sustainable
reforms establishing police and jail practices that are constitutional. Implementation
of constitutional policing practices will enhance public safety for people in Maricopa
County.

9. The United States alleges the following:

DEFENDANTS

10.  Defendant Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office (MCSO) is a law enforcement
agency in Maricopa County, Arizona. MCSO provides law enforcement throughout
the County and operates the county jail system. MCSO is a program or activity that
receives federal financial assistance from the United States Department of Justice
(DQJ), both directly and as a subrecipient of Maricopa County.

11.  Defendant Joseph M. Arpaio (Arpaio) is the Sheriff of Maricopa County
and is responsible for the operation of MCSO, both in its policing and jail operations.

Arpaio has signed contractual assurances that MCSO will comply with federal law.
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12.  Defendant Maricopa County (the County) is a political subdivision of the
State of Arizona. The County is responsible for funding MCSO. The County’s
programs and activities receive federal financial assistance, including from DOJ. As a
recipient of federal funds, the County is responsible for ensuring—and it has made
contractual assurances that it will ensure—that the programs or activities to which it
distributes those funds, including programs administered by MCSO, comply with
federal law.

BACKGROUND

13.  Maricopa County, Arizona has close to four million residents and is the
fourth largest county in the United States by population.

14.  Maricopa County covers more than 9,200 square miles.

15.  According to the 2010 census, Maricopa County is 59 percent White, non-
Hispanic, 30 percent Hispanic/Latino, 5 percent Black, 4 percent Asian, and 2 percent
Native American. The Hispanic population in Maricopa County grew by
approximately 47 percent during the period between the 2000 census and the 2010
census.

16.  MCSO employs approximately 900 sworn deputies and 1,800 sworn
detention officers (both are referred to as “officers” in this Complaint). It also relies
on the services of approximately 3,000 volunteer posse members.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

17.  This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1331
and 1345.

18.  The United States is authorized to initiate this action against Defendants
Maricopa County, MCSO, and Arpaio (collectively, “the Defendants™) under the
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, 42 U.S.C. § 14141, and
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §8§ 2000d to 2000d-7, and its
implementing regulations, 28 C.F.R. §8 42.101 to 42.112.
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19.  Declaratory and injunctive relief is sought as authorized by 42 U.S.C.
§ 14141(b) and 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2201 and 2202.

20.  Venue is proper in the District of Arizona pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).
The Defendants are located in Arizona, and all events, actions, or omissions giving
rise to these claims occurred in Arizona.

FACTS

I. MCSO’s Police Practices Unlawfully Discriminate against L atinosin

Violation of Their Constitutional and Statutory Rights
21.  Inor about 2006, Arpaio decided to turn MCSO into a “full-fledged anti-

illegal immigration agency.” Since that time, MCSO has made immigration
enforcement one of the highest priorities of its law enforcement efforts.

22.  From at least 2006 and continuing through the present, MCSO officers have
unlawfully discriminated against Latinos and otherwise violated their constitutional
rights through a broad range of police practices, including the following:

a. Unconstitutional and unlawful targeting of Latinos, because of their race,
color, or national origin, for pretextual traffic stops during routine
enforcement activity, in connection with purported immigration and human
smuggling law enforcement activities, and during purported crime
suppression operations (suppression sweeps);

b. Unconstitutional and unlawful detention of Latino drivers and passengers,
because of their race, color, or national origin, to determine immigration
status, when there is no lawful basis for the detention;

c. Unconstitutional and unlawful searches and seizures of Latinos, because of
their race, color, or national origin, during raids of residences suspected of
housing undocumented persons; and

d. Unconstitutional and unlawful targeting of Latino workers and illegal
detention of Latinos, because of their race, color, or national origin, during

worksite raids.




© 00 ~N oo o & W DN P

N N RN DN N DN RN NN R B P P R B R R R
0 N o U W DN P O © 0o N o ool w N EP o

CaSase(713~6260983NOAD denerdri8D-3-il€d b d132 1 P aBadeof 8233

23.  These practices, and the Defendants’ discriminatory actions against Latino
limited English proficient (LEP) prisoners in MCSO jails (described below),
constitute a pattern or practice of conduct that deprives Latinos in Maricopa County
of rights, privileges, and immunities secured and protected by the United States
Constitution and federal laws.

24.  The Defendants’ intent to discriminate against Latinos is demonstrated not
only by the disparate negative impact on Latinos of the discriminatory conduct
described above, but by other practices, policies, and statements of the Defendants,
including:

a. MCSQO’s departure from standard law enforcement practices that help to
prevent biased policing and ensure constitutional policing; and
b. Statements by MCSO leadership and staff denigrating and endorsing the
denigration of Latinos.
A. MCSO Targets Latinos on the Roadsin a Discriminatory and
Otherwise Unconstitutional Manner

25.  MCSO officers unlawfully rely on race, color, or national origin in their
enforcement of traffic laws.

26.  Latino drivers are subjected to disparate treatment as compared to similarly
situated non-Latino drivers.

27.  This was evidenced by a 2011 study that assessed the incidence of traffic
violations by non-Latino and Latino drivers and compared those data to the rates at
which MCSO officers stopped non-Latino and Latino traffic violators.

28.  For example, in the southwest portion of the County, the study found that
Latino drivers are almost four times more likely to be stopped by MCSO officers than
non-Latino drivers engaged in similar conduct.

29.  In the northwest portion of the County, the study found that Latino drivers
are over seven times more likely to be stopped by MCSO officers than non-Latino

drivers engaged in similar conduct.
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30. Most strikingly, in the northeast portion of the County, the study found that|
Latino drivers are nearly nine times more likely to be stopped by MCSO officers than
non-Latino drivers engaged in similar conduct.

31.  This targeting of Latinos for traffic enforcement violates the Fourth
Amendment and the Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses of the Fourteenth
Amendment.

i.  Unlawful Traffic Stops by the Human Smuggling Unit

32.  MCSO discriminates against Latinos through traffic stops made in
connection with the immigration enforcement activities of its Human Smuggling Unit
(HSU).

33.  HSU is a unit of approximately 15 officers and supervisors whose mission
is to “interdict human smuggling loads and drop houses, and conduct investigations
that result in the successful prosecution of all suspects under A.R.S. 813-2319.A.”
A.R.S. 813-2319.A is Arizona’s criminal human smuggling law.

34.  Inpursuing HSU’s mission of interdicting human smugglers, HSU
members unlawfully and routinely rely on race, color, or national origin in initiating
pretextual stops of vehicles on the roads and highways of Maricopa County.

35.  HSU members exercise significant discretion in determining whom to stop.

36.  Training of HSU members emphasizes highly subjective factors to
determine which cars to target for stops and whether to treat passengers in stopped
cars as potentially undocumented persons.

37.  The factors described in MCSO deputy training, and relied upon by HSU
members, are not reasonably calculated to differentiate between undocumented
immigrants and U.S. citizens who are Latino, or Latinos who are otherwise lawfully
in the United States. For example, in determining which cars to stop and which
people to detain, MCSO officers routinely rely upon factors such as whether
passengers look “disheveled” or do not speak English. These criteria, as routinely

cited by HSU officers, are insufficient to provide reasonable suspicion that a vehicle




© 00 ~N oo o & W DN P

N N RN DN N DN RN NN R B P P R B R R R
0 N o U W DN P O © 0o N o ool w N EP o

CaSas2(713~6260983NOAD dnenerdri8D-3-il€d b d 12 1 P aBaded 8233

contains undocumented persons or to justify the detention of passengers for
questioning.

38.  HSU does not collect relevant data or other information that would allow it
to assess the efficacy of its methods, or to evaluate whether any HSU officer is
engaged in unconstitutional conduct.

39.  Officers are given little meaningful training on procedures to avoid racial
profiling and MCSO has no meaningful accountability mechanisms in place.

40.  HSU operates without meaningful policy guidance, despite the high risk of
racial profiling from immigration-targeted law enforcement activities. The MCSO
Handbook provided to HSU officers contains no guidance on the enforcement of
immigration laws or the determination of probable cause for immigration violations in
a manner that avoids discrimination based on race, color, or national origin.

41.  Asaresult, vehicles occupied by Latinos are far more likely to be stopped
by HSU officers, as compared to non-Latino drivers and passengers.

42.  HSU officers report low “hit” rates from pretextual stops. The vast
majority of people stopped by HSU officers are either United States citizens or are
otherwise lawfully present in the United States.

43.  HSU targets not only drivers, but passengers, in an attempt to apprehend
both smugglers and the persons who are being smuggled.

44.  HSU officers often unlawfully justify stops of Latino drivers on grounds
that are false, contradict their own records, or do not rise to the level of a traffic law
violation.

45.  In one instance, HSU officers stopped and detained a Latino driver and
Latino passengers for a human smuggling investigation because they “appeared to be
laying or leaning on top of each other” and “appeared, disheveled, dirty, or stained
clothing [sic].” However, MCSO pictures taken at the scene show neatly dressed

passengers sitting comfortably in the rear of the vehicle.
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46.  Inanother instance, MCSO officers stopped a car carrying four Latino men,
although the car was not violating any traffic laws. The MCSO officers ordered the
men out of the car, zip-tied them, and made them sit on the curb for an hour before
releasing all of them. The only reason given for the stop was that the men’s car “was
a little low,” which is not a criminal or traffic violation.

47.  Inaddition to engaging in discrimination in the determination of whom to
stop, HSU officers illegally detain Latino passengers to determine immigration status.

48.  Once HSU officers stop a car, and a driver or passenger appears to be
Latino, officers will typically question the passenger regarding immigration status and
ask for identification. If the passenger cannot produce identification or does not speak
English to the officer, the HSU officer routinely will detain the passenger to
determine whether the passenger is lawfully in the United States.

49.  Reports by MCSO officers reveal the routine absence of probable cause to
arrest passengers. For example, the following factors, in some combination, were
listed as the support for probable cause in more than 50 arrest reports: passengers
appeared nervous or avoided eye contact; passengers had strong smell of body odor;
and passengers had no luggage or personal belongings in the car.

ii. Unlawful Traffic Stops During Suppression Sweeps

50.  MCSO unlawfully discriminates against Latinos in traffic stops conducted
during “crime suppression operations,” commonly known as suppression sweeps.

51. MCSO has adopted the practice of suppression sweeps—Ilarge-scale,
resource-intensive operations involving dozens of officers and volunteer posse
members—as part of its efforts to enforce immigration laws.

52.  Suppression sweeps are a practice of using a high volume of pretextual
traffic stops over a designated period in selected geographic areas in an effort to
identify undocumented persons.

53. MCSO officers exercise significant discretion in determining whom to stop

during suppression sweeps.
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54.  During these operations, MCSO officers target Latinos, as opposed to non-
Latinos, for traffic stops based on their race, color, or national origin. These sweeps
result in the systematic violation of the constitutional rights of Latinos.

55.  The suppression sweeps are not based on reliable intelligence or allegations
of criminal activity, lack sufficient operational planning, are not subject to meaningful
oversight, and are conducted by MCSO officers, along with volunteer posse members,
who are given insufficient training or guidance as to the execution of suppression
sweeps.

56.  MCSO does not collect relevant data or other information that would allow
it to assess the efficacy of these suppression sweeps, or to evaluate whether any
officer misconduct occurs during such operations.

57.  Highly subjective criteria are used to determine who is subject to detention
pursuant to a pretext traffic stop.

58.  Locations also have been selected for sweeps because of complaints by
non-Latino residents that there are Latinos in those areas.

59. A high percentage of people who are stopped have committed no criminal
offense. In one crime suppression sweep, out of 299 stops, only 41 persons were
taken into custody. In another, 451 vehicles were stopped and only 53 persons were
taken into custody. These rates are typical of all MCSO suppression sweeps.

60. MCSO suppression sweeps on County roads result in extensive and
unjustified seizures, often of dozens of law-abiding Latinos who happen to be in the
area in which the operation is taking place.

ili. Mistreatment of Latinos In the Course of Traffic Enforcement

61.  The unlawful targeting and stopping of Latinos by MCSO officers through
routine traffic enforcement activities and immigration-related operations has led to the
mistreatment of Latinos.

62.  For example, an MCSO officer stopped a Latina woman — a citizen of the

United States and five months pregnant at the time — as she pulled into her driveway.
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After she exited her car, the officer then insisted that she sit on the hood of the car.
When she refused, the officer grabbed her arms, pulled them behind her back, and
slammed her, stomach first, into the vehicle three times. He then dragged her to the
patrol car and shoved her into the backseat. He left her in the patrol car for
approximately 30 minutes without air conditioning. The MCSO officer ultimately
issued a citation for failure to provide identification. This citation was later changed
to failure to provide proof of insurance. The citation was resolved when the woman
provided her proof of insurance to the local court.

63.  Inanother instance, during a crime suppression operation, two MCSO
officers followed a Latina woman, a citizen of the United States, for a quarter of a
mile to her home. The officers did not turn on their emergency lights, but insisted that
the woman remain in her car when she attempted to exit the car and enter her home.
The officers’ stated reasons for approaching the woman was a non-functioning license
plate light. When the woman attempted to enter her home, the officers used force to
take her to the ground, kneed her in the back, and handcuffed her. The woman was
then taken to an MCSO substation, cited for “disorderly conduct,” and returned home.
The disorderly conduct citation was subsequently dismissed.

B. MCSO TargetsLatinosin Their Homes and Workplaces for
Immigration Enforcement in a Discriminatory and Otherwise
Unconstitutional M anner

64. MCSO, through its specialized units and specialized operations, has
targeted Latinos in their homes and in their workplaces in a discriminatory and
otherwise unconstitutional manner.

65. At the same time, MCSO has knowingly failed to implement adequate
policies, training, or accountability mechanisms to prevent unlawful discrimination
against Latinos.

66. HSU officers have searched and seized Latinos without cause on the basis

of race, color, or national origin in raids of residences.
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67. For example, during a raid of a house suspected of containing human
smugglers and their victims, HSU officers went to an adjacent house, which was
occupied by a Latino family. The officers entered the adjacent house and searched it,
without a warrant and without the residents’ knowing consent. Although they found
no evidence of criminal activity, after the search was over, the officers zip-tied the
residents, a Latino man, a legal permanent resident of the United States, and his 12-
year-old Latino son, a citizen of the United States, and required them to sit on the
sidewalk for more than one hour, along with approximately 10 persons who had been
seized from the target house, before being released.

68.  The Criminal Employment Squad (CES) is an immigration enforcement
unit of approximately 10 MCSO officers that relies primarily on state identity theft
laws to interdict undocumented immigrants. CES officers conduct raids at worksites
in an effort to arrest undocumented persons who are working without proper
authorization. These raids are conducted in a manner that results in the seizure of
Latinos without reasonable suspicion.

69.  According to MCSO, CES has conducted 60 raids resulting in 627 arrests
since 2006, with the most recent in May 2012.

70.  Virtually all worksite raids have taken place at businesses where the
majority of the employees are Latino.

71.  CES officers typically conduct these raids pursuant to search warrants that
list specific persons at the worksite who are suspected of being in possession of
fraudulent identity documents. They do not ordinarily obtain arrest warrants.

72.  During raids, CES typically seizes all Latinos present, whether they are
listed on the warrant or not. For example, in one raid CES had a search warrant for 67
people, yet 109 people were detained. Fifty-nine people were arrested and 50 held for
several hours before they were released. Those detained, but not on the warrant, were
seized because they were Latino and present at the time of the raid. No legal

justification existed for their detention.
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73.  Inanother raid, a U.S.-born Latina was taken into custody for four hours to
determine whether she was lawfully in the United States. In response to media
inquiries about this incident, Arpaio was quoted as saying: “That’s just normal police
work. You sometimes take people in for probable cause for questioning and they’re
released.” The only cause for her arrest was that she was Latina and on-site during a
raid, reasons insufficient to provide probable cause for the detention.

74.  CES officers ordinarily use unjustified seizures to conduct interviews of all
seized persons to determine if they are legally in the country, despite lacking legal
justification to detain them. The determination of whether to seize and detain a
worker for questioning is impermissibly based on race, color, or national origin.
These seizures are not for the limited, legitimate purposes of protecting officers,
protecting evidence, or identifying persons listed on the warrant.

75.  For example, during one worksite raid, CES officers demanded to see the
identification of a Latino man who was parked in a lot adjacent to the business
targeted in the worksite raid, indicating that CES officers questioned the man because
he appeared Latino and happened to be in the vicinity of the worksite raid.

76.  The worksite raids are not subject to meaningful oversight, lack sufficient
operational planning, and are conducted by MCSO officers who are given insufficient
training or guidance as to the execution of worksite raids.

77.  Inaddition, MCSO does not collect data or other information that would
allow it to assess the efficacy of these worksite raids or evaluate whether any officer
misconduct occurs during such operations.

78.  MCSQ’s treatment of Latino employees in CES worksite raids stands in
stark contrast to the treatment of their employers, who are often non-Latino. MCSO

officers do not charge or detain business owners whose worksites are raided.
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C. MCSO Has Significantly Departed from Standard Law Enfor cement
Practicesthat Protect against Discriminatory Policing
79.  MCSO has failed to develop and implement policies and practices that
generally would be expected of law enforcement agencies, and specifically would be
expected of law enforcement agencies to protect against discriminatory policing.
There is no legitimate law enforcement purpose that explains these failures. These
failures are evidence that MCSQ’s discrimination against Latinos is intentional.

I. MCSO Fails to Adopt Basic Policy, Training and Oversight Practices
in Connection with HSU and CES

80.  The nature of the specialized work performed by HSU and CES carries

with it a high risk of discriminatory conduct. For example, HSU makes heavy use of
pretextual traffic stops of Latinos to purportedly interdict human smugglers and their
victims; a high number of stops made by HSU result in extended searches and
seizures; and HSU’s success is judged by the number of immigration arrests it makes.

81.  Under these circumstances, a law enforcement agency ordinarily would
require that a unit engaged in activities with these risks receive more supervision and
meaningful policy guidance. By contrast, HSU and CES officers operate under less
oversight than other MCSO officers and receive limited written guidance. HSU and
CES officers receive no formal training specific to their responsibilities, beyond that
received by other MCSO officers. HSU is guided in its high-risk policing by a three-
page document.

82.  Arpaio and MCSO leadership promote and are indifferent to the heightened
risk of discriminatory conduct that is created by MCSO’s lack of basic policy, training
and oversight practices in connection with HSU and CES. The failure to provide such

supervision and guidance is evidence of intent to discriminate against Latinos.
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il. MCSO and Arpaio’s Decision to Prioritize Immigration Enforcement over the

Investigation of Rape, Sexual Assault, and other Violent Crime Provides

Additional Evidence of Defendants’ Intent to Discriminate against Latinos

83. MCSO has focused its most intensive law enforcement efforts on low-level
immigration offenses over more serious crime from approximately 2006 to the
present. MCSO?’s prioritization of immigration enforcement has resulted in a failure
to meet its other law enforcement responsibilities, and provides further evidence of
the Defendants’ intent to discriminate against Latinos.

84.  Statistical reports show an increase in violent crime in Maricopa County,
and of homicides in particular, during the period of enhanced immigration
enforcement.

85.  MCSO has failed, for example, to adequately respond to reports of sexual
violence, including allegations of rape, sexual assault, and sexual abuse of girls, thus
exposing women and girls, who constitute the majority of victims of crimes of sexual
violence in Maricopa County, to a disproportionate risk of physical and psychological
harm.

86.  Faced with such an increase in crime and the risk of harm presented by
unaddressed sexual assaults, a law enforcement agency ordinarily would be expected
to prioritize more serious offenses, such as crimes of sexual violence, over less
serious offenses, such as low-level immigration offenses.

iii. MCSO and Arpaio’s Ineffective Oversight, Accountability, Training, and Policies

Fail to Prevent Unlawful Targeting of Latinos and Provides Additional Evidence

of Their Intent to Discriminate Against Latinos

87.  MCSO has inadequate policies and training, and systems of oversight and
accountability. These institutional failures persist despite MCSQO’s awareness of the
risk of discriminatory policing created by MCSO’s program to enforce immigrations
laws. MCSO fails to adopt policies and practices to prevent and address

discriminatory policing.
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88. MCSO fails to collect data that will permit the identification of
discriminatory practices. MCSO has no system in place for effectively tracking
deputy or unit conduct, traffic stops, citations, arrests, uses of force, or complaints.
These data are collected by many other law enforcement agencies as a means of
preventing discriminatory policing.

89. MCSQ’s occasional reliance on its Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD)
system to monitor officer conduct is inadequate since it does not fully track deputy
activity. The CAD system does not, for instance, track such information as race or
ethnicity, and MCSO officers have wide discretion regarding the use of and
information they input into CAD.

90. MCSO’s institutional failures further extend to grossly inadequate
procedures for tracking deputy misconduct.

91. MCSQ'’s system for investigating complaints of deputy misconduct gives
substantial discretion to the supervisor of the deputy who is the subject of the
complaint. Supervisors, who may bear some responsibility for that misconduct, are
given discretion to close the investigation of the complaint without further notification
through the command structure, notification of Internal Affairs, or centralized record
keeping.

92.  Neither Internal Affairs nor any other element of the MCSO command
structure tracks allegations of deputy misconduct. Consequently, MCSO command
staff members often are unaware of repeated complaints made about a deputy.

93.  MCSO practices discourage individuals from filing complaints and fail to
collect data that would assist it in identifying and correcting incidents of biased
policing.

94.  MCSO has virtually no policies or procedures designed to prevent
discriminatory policing by its officers. MCSO nominally forbids racial profiling, but
has no policy describing with any degree of specificity what racial profiling is or how

to prevent it.
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95.  MCSO is fully aware of the risk of discriminatory policing created by its
practices. Given that, the lack of adequate training and policies necessary to prevent
the discriminatory treatment and abuse of Latinos reveals a disregard for the rights of
the Latino community, and stands as further evidence of an intent to discriminate
against Latinos.

iv. MCSO Posses Receive Inadequate Training and Oversight

96. MCSO has recruited nearly 3,000 volunteer posse members since 1993.
MCSO makes use of volunteer posse members in various capacities, including in
operations by HSU and CES, and in suppression sweeps.

97.  MCSO has used volunteer posse members in its immigration enforcement
actions since 2008. In 2010, it created an “illegal immigration posse.”

98.  Volunteer posse members do not receive the same level of training as
sworn MCSO officers. As acknowledged by MCSO policies, posse volunteers are not
qualified to participate in routine law enforcement activities.

99.  Nonetheless, MCSO relies on volunteer posse members for immigration
enforcement operations. Volunteer posse members assist in the identification and
search of vehicles and suspected “drop houses;” the transport of individuals suspected
of immigration law violations; the execution of worksite raids by CES; and crowd
control during demonstrations against MCSO immigration policies.

100. MCSO provides insufficient supervision and oversight to ensure that
volunteer posse members taking part in immigration enforcement activities do so
without engaging in unlawful discrimination.

D. MCSO L eader ship and Staff Demonstrate I ntent to Discriminate
against Latinosthrough Their Public Statements and Endor sement of Anti-
Latino Statements

101. Arpaio and MCSO command staff have created and fostered institutional

bias against Latinos, which underlies and further encourages the unlawful treatment ofj

Latinos by MCSO. MCSQ’s pervasive bias against Latinos is demonstrated by
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MCSO command staff’s public expressions of hostility toward Latinos and the Latino
community—including public statements by MCSO command staff indicating bias
against Latinos, endorsement of and reliance on citizen correspondence evincing
animus against Latinos, and emails circulated among MCSO staff indicating bias
against Latinos.

102. Arpaio has made public statements that conflate all Latinos with
undocumented individuals and that demonstrate bias toward Latinos and their
presence in the United States.

103. Arpaio voiced his biased opinion of Latinos and Latino culture in a book
that he coauthored in 2008. In that book, Arpaio singles out Mexicans and Latinos as
different from all other immigrant groups in America. For example, Arpaio states that
Latinos maintain “language [,] customs [and] beliefs separate from the mainstream,”
and are trying to “reconquest” American soil through their migration to the United
States.

104. Ina nationally televised interview in 2009, Arpaio stated: “They hate me,
the Hispanic community, because they’re afraid they’re going to be arrested. And
they’re all leaving town, so | think we’re doing something good, if they’re leaving.”

105. Such statements convey to MCSO personnel that discrimination and other
unlawful conduct against Latinos is acceptable and part of MCSO’s policies or
practices.

106. Arpaio has adopted practices that further convey to MCSO command staff
his endorsement of discrimination and other unlawful conduct toward Latinos.
Arpaio has circulated letters from constituents and the wider public that express
biased sentiments toward Latinos—but which contain no actionable information about
criminal activity or immigration-related offenses—to MCSO command staff, along
with his annotations on the letters giving instructions to staff to respond with thank-

you notes or to maintain copies for his files.
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107. For example, Arpaio received a letter stating “[i]f you have dark skin, then
you have dark skin. Unfortunately, that is the look of the Mexican illegals who are
here illegally. . . I’'m begging you to come over . . . and round them all up.” Arpaio
labeled the letter as “intelligence,” forwarded it to his Deputy Chief of Enforcement
Operations and told the Deputy Chief to “[h]ave someone handle this.”

108. Arpaio received a letter endorsing “stopping Mexicans to make sure they
are legal” as a police practice, sent a letter of appreciation to its two authors, and kept
three copies of the original letter for himself.

109. Arpaio instructed his senior staff to “look into” a complaint that workers
were speaking Spanish in a McDonald’s restaurant.

110. Similarly, Arpaio maintains an “immigration file,” in which he keeps letters
that advocate blatant bias against Latinos.

111. MCSO supervisory staff also expresses bias and endorses discrimination
and other unlawful conduct against Latinos.

112. MCSO personnel, including MCSO supervisors, have circulated among
themselves, on County computers, e-mails mocking or stereotyping Mexicans or
Latinos.

113. For example, an e-mail circulated among MCSO personnel contained an
image of an imitation driver’s license with a caricature of a Mexican national
described as originating from “Mexifornia” and having a driver class of “illegal
alien.”

114. Still another e-mail sent by a sergeant in MCSO’s HSU suggested that
Mexicans are prone to drunkenness.

115. MCSO personnel responsible for prisoners held in MCSO jails routinely
direct racial slurs toward Latino prisoners, including calling Latino prisoners “paisas,”

“wetbacks,” “Mexican bitches,” “fucking Mexicans,” and “stupid Mexicans.”
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116. MCSO’s Chief of Enforcement acknowledged that the majority of
undocumented persons in Maricopa County are Latino and described undocumented
persons as “the lowest element in our society.”

[, MCSQO’s Correctional Practices Violate the Constitutional and Statutory

Rights of Latino Limited English Proficient Prisoners

117. Latino Limited English Proficient (LEP) prisoners in MCSO jails routinely
suffer harm because of their inability to speak English. This harm is a direct result of
MCSO and Arpaio’s intentional failure, since at least 2009 and continuing to the
present, to provide necessary Spanish language-assistance services for Latino LEP
prisoners and to adequately supervise and train their detention officers.

118. MCSO and Arpaio failed to provide necessary Spanish language-assistance
even though they know that Latino prisoners comprise the vast majority of LEP
prisoners in MCSO jails.

119. MCSO is aware of what is necessary to provide meaningful LEP services in
the correctional context.

120. InaJune 14, 2010 Position Statement outlining its policies, MCSO noted
the importance of providing language assistance to Latino LEP prisoners, stating that
such assistance is “essential to the overall operation of the jails and the safety of the
prisoners and officers.”

121. MCSO is aware of the discriminatory treatment of Latino LEP prisoners in
its jails; yet, it allows the jails to continue to operate in a discriminatory manner and
fails to take basic, well-established measures to address and correct these matters.

122. MCSO does not have a written plan in place that addresses how it will
provide language assistance to prisoners (nor does it have a plan for addressing
language assistance in its police work). The absence of a plan is intentional: the June
14, 2010 Position Statement notes that “MCSO does not have a formal written
language assistance plan.” Although MCSO contends that this gives MCSO detention

officers flexibility to address inmate language requirements, the absence of a written
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plan allows the ad hoc, inconsistent, and discriminatory treatment of Latino LEP
prisoners to occur.

123. MCSO’s failure to provide language assistance means that Latino LEP
prisoners are denied the services, programs, and activities that MCSO makes available
to non-LEP prisoners.

124. Latino LEP prisoners are penalized by MCSO detention officers for not
submitting forms written in English.

125. MCSO detention officers routinely have refused to accept grievance forms
or prisoner request orders (“tank orders™) written in Spanish. Grievance forms
provide the means for prisoners to report misconduct by a detention officer. Tank
orders provide the means for prisoners to request basic daily services, religious
materials, legal research, or information—such as court dates, and other important
information.

126. For example, female Latino LEP prisoners have been denied basic sanitary
items. In some instances, female Latino LEP prisoners have been forced to remain
with sheets or pants soiled from menstruation because of MCSQ’s failure to ensure
that detention officers provide language assistance in such circumstances.

127. MCSO detention officers routinely issue commands only in English.

128. In some instances, when a Latino LEP prisoner has been unable to
understand commands given in English, MCSO detention officers have put an entire
area of the jail in lockdown—effectively preventing all the prisoners in that area from
accessing a number of privileges because of the Latino LEP prisoner’s inability to
understand English, inciting hostility toward the LEP prisoner, and potentially placing
MCSO officers and other prisoners in harm’s way.

129. In other instances, MCSO detention officers have put Latino LEP prisoners
in solitary confinement for extended periods of time because of their inability to

understand and thus follow a command given in English.
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130. MCSO detention officers routinely make announcements only in English.
Some of these are basic announcements informing prisoners, among other things,
when it is time for them to go outdoors, receive clothing, or eat.

131. MCSO detention officers use MCSQO’s institutional failure to provide
language assistance to take advantage of Latino LEP prisoners.

132. For example, MCSO detention officers have pressured Latino LEP
prisoners to sign “voluntary return” forms without proper language assistance. Once
signed, these forms oblige foreign nationals to give up any right to have an
immigration hearing, challenge their removal from the United States, speak with an
attorney, or otherwise seek a determination permitting them to stay in the United
States. Latino LEP prisoners have been compelled by MCSO detention officers to
sign this form even when they have pending proceedings that may authorize their
continued stay in the United States.

133. MCSO detention officers have used Spanish-speaking prisoners to interpret
for them in non-exigent circumstances, but MCSO makes no determination whether
these prisoners have the language competency to interpret.

134. The use of inmate interpreters risks not only inaccuracy, but also may give
the inmate-interpreter access to personal or private information of the LEP inmate and
presents a security and safety risk in a detention setting.

135. Detention officers have received little training or guidance from command
staff with regard to providing language assistance to Latino LEP prisoners.

136. MCSO does not have in place any meaningful system to record or use the
language proficiency of its detention officers. Although MCSO has noted that it
created a “Foreign Language Skills Roster,” which listed the names of detention
officers who self-identified as speaking languages other than English, MCSO has
neither assessed the ability of these detention officers to interpret or translate nor

provided them with training to provide language services.
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137. The absence of these critical components of a language assistance program

is a substantial departure from generally accepted correctional standards.

[11. MCSO Has Retaliated against Perceived Critics of Its Practicesin Violation

of the First Amendment

138. Since at least 2006 and continuing to the present, in violation of the First
Amendment, MCSO and Arpaio have retaliated against critics of MCSO practices,
and particularly MCSO’s immigration practices, in an effort to punish these persons
for their criticism and to prevent future criticism.

139. As recounted below, the filing of unsubstantiated complaints and lawsuits
demonstrates the pattern or practice of retaliation for protected speech activity.

140. The former Chief Deputy, acting on behalf of MCSO and Arpaio, filed five
separate complaints with the Arizona State Bar targeting attorneys who spoke out
publicly against MCSO and Arpaio. Each of these complaints was dismissed for lack
of facts or evidence sufficient to support even the initiation of an investigation.

141. The former Chief Deputy, acting on behalf of MCSO and Arpaio, filed four
complaints with the Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct targeting judges who
had either made public statements critical of MCSO or had issued decisions that
Arpaio or MCSO command staff disliked. Each of these complaints was dismissed
for lack of facts or evidence to support opening an investigation.

142. Acting in concert with the former Chief Deputy, Arpaio, and MCSO, a
former Maricopa County Attorney filed a lawsuit accusing people who had publicly
criticized MCSO of conspiracy in a criminal enterprise. Arpaio participated as a
named plaintiff in the lawsuit and substantially contributed to its filing. This case was
soon abandoned as unjustified and the responsible attorneys, including former
Maricopa County Attorney Andrew Thomas and two of his assistant attorneys, were
subsequently charged by the Arizona State Bar for having violated the Arizona Rules

of Professional Conduct by bringing the lawsuit.

23




© 00 ~N oo o & W DN P

N N RN DN N DN RN NN R B P P R B R R R
0 N o U W DN P O © 0o N o ool w N EP o

(

CaSaske(713~0260983NO AD @cuerdri8D-3-ilEdabdNR 1P afadel 25 8233

143.  On April 10, 2012, former Maricopa County Attorney Thomas and his two
assistant attorneys were found guilty of the ethics charges. Thomas announced that he
was not appealing his disbarment.

144, MCSO and Arpaio also have used arrests as a means to intimidate and
retaliate against persons who have spoken out against their immigration practices.
The Opinion and Order in the Thomas ethics matter found, for example: “Sheriff
Arpaio, through Chief Deputy Hendershott, closing their eyes to his Constitutional
rights, ordered Mr. Stapley [an Arpaio critic] arrested. They never filed any
documents or charges but instead surreptitiously videotaped his arrest, and held him
in jail for hours. Testimony at the disbarment hearing revealed that no one ever filed
anything against Mr. Stapley regarding this event, but the press was called and
informed that Mr. Stapley had been arrested.”

145. The Thomas ethics Opinion and Order also described the treatment of
Arpaio critics by Arpaio, Thomas and others as “a concerted effort ... to wrestle
power from [Maricopa County Board of Supervisors], County officials, and Superior
Court judges, and to instill fear in the hearts of those who would resist.” The Opinion
and Order concluded that this effort culminated in a “conspiracy” to indict a judge
without cause: “Thomas and [assistant county attorney] Aubuchon quietly met with
Arpaio and [former Chief Deputy] Hendershott behind closed doors. This shameful
gathering had but one motive. The foursome met to conspire about how to muzzle
their next most-feared nemesis. After much late-night intrigue by Thomas and
Aubuchon, the conclave’s results were revealed the following morning. On
December 9th, Thomas and Aubuchon filed criminal charges against Presiding
Criminal Judge Gary Donahoe without a shred of evidence that Donahoe had
committed any crime.” Judge Donahoe had done nothing more than issue a ruling
adverse to MCSO and was perceived to be a critic of Arpaio.

146. Retaliation was not reserved for officials and judges in Maricopa County,

but also extended to individuals perceived as critical of Arpaio and MCSO.
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147. MCSO arrested a peaceful protestor for obstructing a thoroughfare during
an act of civil disobedience. The protestor — who has a long history of publicly
criticizing MCSO immigration operations — was released.

148. The protestor then went to observe the continuing protests. Although this
critic of MCSO policies was observing the protest without participating, MCSO
unlawfully arrested him when Arpaio, who is very familiar with this protestor,
publicly suggested that he be arrested a second time. At the arraignment, the
prosecuting attorney admitted that there had been no probable cause for the second
arrest. The interim County Attorney later dismissed the charges stemming from the
second arrest for lack of probable cause.

149. On repeated occasions, MCSO officers arrested persons who had expressed
their disagreement with MCSO immigration policies during the course of County
Board meetings by applauding. These arrests were unjustified, as the arrestees did not
disrupt the meeting in any meaningful way. Indeed, the judge presiding over the trial
of the arrestees found that the arresting MCSO deputy “believes it is his role to make
uncomfortable anyone who express[es] views that disagree with the Sheriff” and that
Arpaio’s officers had “trampl[ed] on the First Amendment.” The court acquitted the
arrestees on its own motion at the close of the State’s case.

150. Another critic of Arpaio was arrested for engaging in protected speech, and
was subsequently acquitted. Despite the acquittal, Arpaio explicitly stated that “[i]n
the same circumstance, he would be arrested again,” making clear that retaliation,
rather than legitimate law enforcement, motivates Arpaio’s treatment of his critics.

151. These actions, taken by MCSO and Arpaio, have deterred and are likely to
deter persons from engaging in protected speech.

V. MCSO IsaRecipient of Federal Financial Assistance

152. At all relevant times described in this Complaint, the Defendants have been
and continue to be recipients of federal financial assistance from the Department of

Justice, either directly or through another recipient of federal financial assistance.
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153. The County has received grants from the DOJ Office of Justice Programs
(OJP). MCSO has been and is a subrecipient of grants that the County has received
from OJP. MCSO is also a subrecipient of grants from other recipients of federal
financial assistance from OJP.

154. MCSO has received grants from the DOJ component Community Oriented
Policing Services (COPS).

155. MCSO participates in the DOJ Equitable Sharing Program, which is
administered by the DOJ Criminal Division, Asset Forfeiture and Money Laundering
Section (AFMLS).

156. As a condition of receiving federal financial assistance, the County, through
its authorized representatives, certified that it agreed to comply with all requirements
imposed by Title VI and the federal regulations implementing Title V1.

157. Title VI and its implementing regulations prohibit intentional
discrimination on the grounds of race, color, or national origin in any of a grant
recipient’s or subrecipient’s operations, and they prohibit methods of administration
that have the effect of subjecting individuals to discrimination because of their race,
color, or national origin, or have the effect of defeating or substantially impairing
accomplishment of the objectives of the grant recipient’s or subrecipient’s operations
with respect to individuals of a particular race, color, or national origin.

158. The assurances signed by the County bind subsequent recipients and
subgrantees, including MCSO, to which the County disburses the funds. The County
is responsible for ensuring that subsequent recipients and subgrantees comply with the
requirements of Title VI and its implementing regulations.

159. As a condition of receiving federal financial assistance, MCSO, through its
authorized representatives, including Arpaio, agreed to comply with all requirements
imposed by Title VI and its implementing regulations.

160. On December 15, 2011, the United States notified the Defendants that they

had failed to comply with Title VI, its implementing regulations, and related
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contractual assurances, and that this lawsuit would follow if compliance could not be
achieved by voluntary means.

161. Between December 15, 2011, and April 3, 2012, the United States sought to
engage with the Defendants in an effort to achieve voluntary compliance with Title
VI, its implementing regulations, and contractual assurances, as well as to resolve the
other constitutional deficiencies identified in the December 15, 2011 letter. These
efforts were unsuccessful.

162. The United States has determined that all administrative requirements have
been exhausted and that securing compliance from the Defendants cannot be achieved
by voluntary means. Accordingly, the United States has provided the Defendants’
with a Notice of Intent to File Civil Action. See Exhibits A, B, and C.

CLAIMSFOR RELIEF

163. The United States is authorized under 42 U.S.C. § 14141(b) to seek
declaratory and equitable relief to eliminate a pattern or practice of law enforcement
officer conduct that deprives persons of rights, privileges, or immunities secured or
protected by the Constitution or laws of the United States.

164. The United States is authorized under Title VI to seek declaratory and
equitable relief and/or the termination of federal funds to ensure that no person shall
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal funding on the basis of
race, color, or national origin.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF:
DEFENDANTS LAW ENFORCEMENT POLICIESAND PRACTICES
VIOLATE 42U.S.C. § 14141 AND THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT

165. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in
paragraphs 1-164, above.

166. The Defendants, their agents, and persons acting on their behalf, including

MCSO officers, have engaged in law enforcement practices, including traffic stops,
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workplace raids, home raids, and jail operations, with the intent to discriminate
against Latino persons in Maricopa County on the basis of their race, color, or
national origin.

167. The discriminatory law enforcement practices engaged in by the
Defendants, their agents, and persons acting on their behalf constitute a pattern or
practice of conduct by law enforcement officers that deprives persons of rights
protected by the Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses of the Fourteenth
Amendment of the United States Constitution, in violation of 42 U.S.C. 8 14141(a).

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF:
DEFENDANTS SEARCHES, ARRESTS, AND DETENTIONS
VIOLATE 42 U.S.C. § 14141 AND THE FOURTH AMENDMENT

168. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in
paragraphs 1-164, above.

169. The Defendants, their agents, and persons acting on their behalf, including
MCSO officers, have unreasonably searched, arrested, and detained numerous persons
in Maricopa County, including searches and arrests without probable cause or
reasonable suspicion.

170. The unreasonable searches, arrests, and detentions lacking probable cause
or reasonable suspicion engaged in by the Defendants, their agents, and persons acting
on their behalf constitute a pattern or practice of conduct by law enforcement officers
that deprives persons of their rights under the Fourth Amendment, in violation of 42
U.S.C. § 14141(a).

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF:

DEFENDANTS TREATMENT OF LATINOSVIOLATESTITLE VI

171. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in
paragraphs 1-164, above.

172. The Defendants received and continue to receive federal financial

assistance for their programs and activities.
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173. The Defendants have engaged in law enforcement practices that are
unjustified and have an adverse disparate impact on Latinos.

174. The Defendants have engaged in law enforcement practices with the intent
to discriminate against Latinos on the basis of their race, color, or national origin.

175. The Defendants’ discriminatory law enforcement practices, and intentional
discrimination, independently violate Title VI and the Title VI implementing
regulations.

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF:
DEFENDANTS TREATMENT OF LATINO LEP PRISONERS
VIOLATESTITLE VI

176. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in
paragraphs 1-164, above.

177. The Defendants received and continue to receive federal financial
assistance for their programs and activities.

178. The Defendants have excluded limited English proficient (LEP) Latino
prisoners from participation in, denied LEP Latino prisoners the benefits of, and
intentionally subjected LEP Latino prisoners to discrimination under Defendants’
programs and activities relating to the operations of the Maricopa County jails on the
basis of those persons’ race, color, or national origin.

179. The Defendants’ treatment of Latino LEP prisoners is unjustified and has
an adverse disparate impact on Latinos.

180. The Defendants’ discriminatory treatment of LEP individuals violates Title
VI, and the Title VI implementing regulations.

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF:
DEFENDANTS TREATMENT OF LATINOS
VIOLATESTHE TITLE VI ASSURANCES
181. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in

paragraphs 1-164, above.
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182. The Defendants signed contractual assurance agreements with the United
States that all of their programs and activities would be conducted in compliance with
all the requirements of Title VI and its implementing regulations.

183. The Defendants’ intentional discrimination against Latinos and Latino LEP
prisoners violates Title VI and its implementing regulations.

184. The Defendants’ unjustified policing and jail practices that have an adverse
disparate impact on Latinos and Latino LEP prisoners violate Title VI and its
implementing regulations.

185. The Defendants therefore have violated their Title VI contractual
assurances.

SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF:
DEFENDANTS RETALIATION AGAINST THEIR CRITICS
VIOLATES42 U.S.C. §14141 AND THE FIRST AMENDMENT

186. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference the allegations set forth in
paragraphs 1-164, above.

187. The Defendants, their agents, and persons acting on their behalf, including
MCSO officers, have retaliated against persons in Maricopa County on the basis of
protected speech and thereby chilled future protected speech.

188. The retaliation against protected speech and the chilling of future protected
speech engaged in by the Defendants, their agents, and persons acting on their behalf
constitute a pattern or practice of conduct by law enforcement officers that deprives
persons of their rights under the First Amendment of the United States Constitution,
in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 14141(a).

PRAYER FOR RELIEF
189. WHEREFORE, the United States prays that the Court:
190. Declare that the Defendants have engaged in a pattern or practice of

conduct by MCSO law enforcement officers that deprives persons of rights,
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privileges, or immunities secured or protected by the Constitution or laws of the
United States, in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 14141(a);

191. Declare that the Defendants have excluded persons from participation in,
denied persons the benefits of, or subjected persons to discrimination under programs
or activities receiving federal financial assistance, on the basis of race, color, or
national origin, in violation of Title VI,

192. Order the Defendants, their officers, agents, and employees to refrain from
engaging in any of the predicate discriminatory acts forming the basis of the pattern or
practice of unlawful conduct described herein;

193. Order the Defendants, their officers, agents, and employees to adopt and
implement policies, procedures, and mechanisms to remedy the pattern or practice of
unlawful conduct described herein, and by specifically addressing, inter alia, the
following areas: policies and training; non-discriminatory policing and jail
operations; stops, searches, and arrests; response to crimes of sexual violence; posse
operations; jail operations; supervision; misconduct complaint intake, investigation,
and adjudication; retaliation; oversight and transparency; and community
engagement; and

194. Order such other relief as the interests of justice may require.
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DATED: May 10, 2012

Thomas E. Perez
Assistant Attorney General

Roy L. Austin, Jr.
Deputy Assistant Attorney General

Jonathan M. Smith (DC Bar #396578)
Chief, Special Litigation Section

/sl Winsome G. Gayle
Winsome G. Gayle (NY Bar #3974193)
Sergio Perez (CA Bar #274798)
Jennifer L. Mondino (NY Bar #4141636)
Edward G. Caspar (MA Bar #650566)
Trial Attorneys

U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Tel. (202) 305-4164/Fax (202) 514-6273
winsome.gayle@usdoj.gov

Attorneys for the United States
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PREPARED BY UNITED STATES - 02/26/12
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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
Vs.

MARICOPA COUNTY, SHERIFF OF MARICOPA COUNTY,
and MARICOPA COUNTY SHERIFF' S OFFICE,
Defendants.

Maricopa County (“County”), the Sheriff of Maricopa County (“the Sheriff”), the
Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office (“MCSO” or “Sheriff’s Office”), and the United States of
America (collectively, “the Parties”) enter into this agreement (“ Agreement”) with the goal of
ensuring that police services are delivered to the people of Maricopa County in amanner that is
effective and complies with the Constitution and laws of the United States and State of Arizona
The Parties understand that public safety, constitutional policing, and the community’strust inits
police force are interdependent and of equal importance. The full and sustained implementation
of this Agreement isintended to protect the constitutional rights of al members of the
community, improve the safety and security of the people of Maricopa County, and increase
public confidence in the Sheriff’s Office.

This Agreement requires the County, the Sheriff, and MCSO (“ Defendants”) to
implement new policies, training, and practices throughout the Sheriff’s Office, in the areas of:
discriminatory policing; stops, searches, seizures, and arrests; use of force; volunteer posse
operations; retaliation; jail operations; community engagement; and misconduct complaint

intake, investigation, and adjudication. As part of the process to reform MCSO, the Defendants
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have agreed to the selection of a Monitor who will have the opportunity to review and approve
all new guidelines and plans before their implementation by the MCSO. This Agreement also
calls on the County to create an Office of Inspector General, which will ensure that MCSO is
accountabl e to the people of Maricopa County by providing MCSO with sustained oversight and
providing the community with the information necessary to accurately assess the policies,
procedures, and practices of MCSO.

This Agreement further requires the County and the Sheriff’s Office to demonstrate that
the implementation of this Agreement has eliminated the practices and conditions that resulted in
apattern of constitutional violations and that Defendants have put in place the systems and
oversight that will provide for the identification and correction of future problems. This
Agreement requires measures that will assist the Parties and the community in determining
whether: the unconstitutional conduct that led to the filing of this case has ceased; community
trust in MCSO has increased; public safety has improved for al segments of the Maricopa
County community; and gains will be sustained. This Agreement also calls for the devel opment
of alanguage assistance plan to ensure the constitutional and legal treatment of those who are
limited English proficient. All new and revised policies, procedures, processes and training must
be approved by the Monitor and the Department of Justice (“DOJ’) prior to implementation.

Noting the genera principle that settlements are to be encouraged, particularly
settlements between government entities, and having considered the terms of the measures set
forth herein, that the Defendants agree to undertake to remedy a pattern or practice of conduct by
the command staff and deputies of MCSO, it is ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that

Judgment shall be entered in this matter pursuant to the following terms and conditions.



VI.

VII.

VIII.

XI.

XII.

X111,
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Definitions/Abbreviations

1.

The following terms and definitions shall apply to this Agreement:
a) “MCSO” means the Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office and its agents, deputies, detention
officers, supervisors, employees (both sworn and unsworn), and posse volunteers.
b) “County” means Maricopa County, including its agents and employees.
c) “DOJ’ means the United States Department of Justice’s Civil Rights Division and its
agents and employees.
d) “Court” means the United States District Judge for the District of Arizona presiding over
this case.
e) “Arrest” means a seizure of greater scope or duration than an investigatory stop or
detention. Anarrest islawful only when supported by probable cause.
f) “Auditable form” means a discrete and verifiable electronic or paper record of the relevant
information maintained separately and independently of other forms maintained by MCSO,
for the purpose of internal or external review and/or quality assurance.
g) “Bilingua” means a person with demonstrated proficiency in both spoken English and at
least one other language.
h) “Boilerplate” means language that is stock and/or formulaic and fails to attest to the
unigue facts of an incident.
i) “Civilian Employee” means any non-sworn personnel employed by MCSO, on either a

temporary or permanent basis, in either apaid or unpaid capacity.
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J) “Complainant” means any person, including a member of the public, MCSO deputy,
detention officer, civilian employee or posse member, who makes a complaint against
MCSO.
k) “Complaint” means any allegation of improper conduct made by a member of the public
or MCSO personnel regarding MCSO services, policy or procedure, or any claim for
damages or criminal complaint that alleges dissatisfaction with or misconduct by MCSO
personnel.
[) “Computer Aided Dispatch” or “CAD” means the electronic system used by MCSO to
track the actions of MCSO deputies on patrol.
m) “Consent search” means a search in which a deputy requests permission to perform a
search of a person, a person’s vehicle, a person’s residence, or aperson’s property. A deputy
shall not coerce consent.
n) “Demographic Category” or “demographic characteristic’ means age, race, color,
ethnicity, national origin, religion, gender, disability, sexua orientation or gender identity or
the perception of age, race, color, ethnicity, national origin, religion, gender, disability,
sexual orientation or gender identity.
0) “Deputy” means any law enforcement officer employed by MCSO, including supervisors
and cadets.
p) “Direct ‘ In-Language’ Communication” means monolingual communication in alanguage
other than English between a bilingual employee and alimited English proficient (“LEP”)

person (e.g., Spanish to Spanish).
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g) “Discipline” means a personnel action for violation of any law, regulation, rule, or MCSO
policy, including, but not limited to, an admonishment, written reprimand, suspension,
demotion or termination.
r) “Discriminatory Policing” means selective enforcement or non-enforcement of the law,
including the selecting or regjecting of particular policing tactics or strategies, based on
membership in ademographic category. Discriminatory policing does not include using a
demographic category in any reliable suspect-specific description or for purposes of data
collection.
s) “District” refersto one of the seven police service areas of MCSO.
t) “District Level Investigation” means the investigation of a misconduct complaint
conducted by the Integrity Control Officer (*ICQO”) of the District to which the subject
deputy isassigned, if the deputy is assigned to a District, or by the ICO of the subject
deputy’ s supervisor, if the deputy is not assigned to a District.
u) “ECW” means el ectronic control weapon, aweapon designed primarily to discharge
electrical chargesinto asubject. TASERS are an example of an ECW.
v) “Effective Date” means the day this Agreement is entered by the Court.
w) “EIS” means Early Intervention System.
X) “Exigent circumstances’ means emergencies in which a reasonable person would believe
that imminent death or bodily harm to a person or persons or the destruction of evidenceis
likely.
y) “IA” means Internal Affairs, the MCSO unit charged with conducting internal and

administrative investigations of MCSO deputies, agents, and employees.
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z) “Immigration-related offenses” means any civil or criminal offense in which immigration
status is an element.
aa) “Implement” or “implementation” means the development or putting into place of a
policy or procedure, including the appropriate training of al relevant personnel, and the
consistent and verified performance of that policy or procedure in actual practice.
bb) “Include” or “Including” means “include or including, but not limited to.”
cc) “Interpretation” means the act of listening to a communication in one language (source
language) and orally converting it into another language (target language), while retaining
the same meaning.
dd) “Interrogation” means any words or actions on the part of a deputy that the deputy knows
or should know are reasonably likely to elicit an incriminating response from a suspect or
information from a witness.
ee) “Interview” includes questioning for the purpose of eliciting facts or information.
ff) “Investigatory stop,” “investigatory contact,” or “investigatory detention” means a
temporary restraint of a civilian by alaw enforcement official, or a brief interaction between
alaw enforcement official and a civilian, during which the civilian does not feel free to leave.
An investigatory stop, contact, or detention is lawful when supported by reasonable suspicion
and narrowly tailored in scope and duration to the reasons supporting the actions taken by the
law enforcement official. Aninvestigatory stop or detention may involve a person on foot or

using any mode of transportation.
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gg) “Language Access Unit” or “LAU” means the unit designated by MCSO to oversee al
aspects of adherenceto Title VI obligations related to language access, and led by a high-
level supervisor who reports to the MCSO Headquarters Language Access Coordinator.
hh) “Language Assistance” means the facilitation of communication with an LEP individual
using one of five designated methods, namely, interpretation, translation, direct “in-
language” communication, telephonic interpretation, or sight translation in order to enable
LEP individuals to communicate effectively with MCSO and to provide LEP individuals
with meaningful access to, and an equal opportunity to participate fully in MCSO'’ s services,
activities, and other benefits and programs.
i) “LEP’ means Limited English Proficient, and refers to a person who does not speak
English as hig’her primary language and has alimited ability to read, write, speak, or
understand English. LEP individuals may be competent in certain types of communication
(e.g., speaking or understanding), but still be LEP for other purposes (e.g., reading or
writing). Similarly, LEP designations are context-specific: an individual may possess
sufficient English language skillsto function in one setting, but these skills may be
insufficient in other situations.
J]) “MCSO Bilingual Staff” means bilingual MCSO employees with primary duties unrelated
to interpretation but who have demonstrated proficiency in English and other language(s),
trained on interpretation, ethics, and correctiona vocabulary skills, and are authorized to both
interpret for others and engage in direct “in-language” communication. A self-identification
of fluency in alanguage other than English is not sufficient to be designated as a MCSO

bilingua staff member.
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kk) “MCSO personnel” or “MCSO employee” means all MCSO employees, contractors and
volunteers, including command staff, deputies, detention officers, civilian employees and
posse volunteers.
[I) “Monitor” means a person or team of people who shall be selected to assess and report on
the Defendants’ implementation of this Agreement.
mm) “MCSOAI” means MCSO Authorized Interpreter, abilingual MCSO employee who
has been authorized to interpret for othersin certain situations, such as interviews,
interrogations, or taking and responding to civilian complaints.
nn) “MCSOAI List” means alist of MCSO personnel who are bilingual and are authorized to
act as volunteer interpreters. MCSO will create and maintain the list and provideit to the
MCSO 911 Communications Center.
00) “The National Incident Based Reporting System” (NIBRS) means the incident-based
reporting system developed and maintained by the National Archive for Criminal Justice
Data. For each crimeincident coming to the attention of law enforcement, a variety of data
are collected about the incident. These datainclude the nature and types of specific offenses
in the incident, characteristics of the victim(s), types and value of property stolen and
recovered, and characteristics of persons arrested in connection with a crime incident.
pp) “Non-disciplinary corrective action” refersto action other than discipline taken by a
MCSO supervisor to enable or encourage a deputy or detention officer to improve hisor her
performance.
gq) “OIG” means the Office of the Inspector General, a County agency tasked with providing

oversight of MCSO policies and practices.

10



Case 2:07-cv-02513-GMS Document 580-4 Filed 06/13/13 Page 12 of 129

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL—-FOR NEGOTIATION PURPOSESONLY
PROPOSED AGREEMENT

PREPARED BY UNITED STATES-02/26/12
rr) “PCAB?” refersto the Police Community Advisory Board.
ss) “Policies and Procedures’ means written regulations or directives, regardless of the name
of the regulation or directive, describing the duties, functions, and obligations of MCSO
personnel, and providing specific direction in how to fulfill those duties, functions, or
obligations. All policies and procedures should be available in hardcopy and electronically.
tt) “Primary Language” means the individual’ s native language or the language in which an
individual most effectively communicates.
uu) “Probable cause” means reasonably trustworthy facts that, within the totality of the
circumstances, lead a deputy to reasonably believe that an individual has committed or is
committing a crime.
vv) “Qualified Contract Interpreters/Translators’ means a bilingual non-employee contractor
who has demonstrated his or her competence to interpret or transate through aMCSO
approved assessment.
ww) “Reasonable Force” means that force which an ordinary, prudent and reasonable deputy
placed in the same position with the same knowledge would find to be reasonable. In
determining whether the force used by a deputy in effectuating an arrest was reasonable
under the circumstances, factors to be considered are: (1) the known character of the
arrestee; (2) the risks and dangers faced by the deputies and third parties; (3) the nature of the
offense involved; (4) the chance of the arrestee’s escape if the particular means are not
employed; (5) the existence of alternative methods of arrest; (6) the physical size, strength,
and weaponry of the deputies as compared to the arrestee; and (7) the exigency of the

moment. Forcethat is not “reasonable’ is*“unreasonable.”
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xX) “Reasonable suspicion” means articulable facts that, within the totality of the
circumstances, lead a deputy to reasonably suspect that a criminal act has been or is about to
be committed.
yy) “Seizure’ or “detention” means any restriction on the liberty interest of an individual. A
sei zure occurs when a deputy’ s words or actions convey to a reasonable person that he or she
is not free to leave.
zz) “ Serious use of force” means. (1) uses of force by MCSO personnel that create a
substantial risk of death, serious disfigurement, disability or impairment of the functioning of
any body part or organ; (2) critical firearm discharges by MCSO personnél; (3) uses of force
by MCSO personnd resulting in asignificant injury, including a broken bone or an injury
requiring hospitalization; (4) head, neck, and throat strikes; (5) neck holds; (6) uses of force
by MCSO personnel resulting in aloss of consciousness; (7) other uses of force by MCSO
personnel apparently resulting in death; (8) canine apprehensions; (9) more than two
applications of an ECW on an individual during a single interaction, regardless of the mode
or duration of the application, and whether the applications are by the same or different
deputies, or ECW application for longer than 15 seconds, whether continuous or consecutive;
and (10) strikes, blows, kicks, ECW applications, or similar uses of force against arestrained
(see paragraph |l below) subject.
aaa) “ Shall” means that the provision imposes a mandatory duty.

bbb) “ Sheriff” means the current and future Sheriffs of MCSO.
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cce) “Sight trandation” means the oral rendering of written text or a document into spoken
language by an interpreter without change in meaning based on avisual review of the
original text or document.
ddd) “Specialized operation” means any law enforcement operation involving eight or more
MCSO personnel.
eee) “Speciaized unit” means atemporary or permanent organization of deputies within
MCSO whose operational objectives are focused on a specific law enforcement purpose
beyond general patrol or criminal investigations. Specialized units require enhanced training
on policetactics, strategies, or techniques.
fff) “Supervisor” means a sworn MCSO employee at the rank of sergeant or above (or
anyone acting in those capacities) and non-sworn personnel with oversight responsibility for
MCSO personnel.
ggg) “ Telephonic Interpretation Services’ means rea -time language service that enables
speakers of different |languages to communicate by telephone with the assistance of a
network of operators and bilingual individuals via athree-way conference call. Telephone
interpreters may or may not have the qualifications of a professional interpreter or one
procured through a contract for in-person interpretation service.
hhh) “Training” shall comport with best practices and include adult-learning methods that
incorporate role-playing scenarios, interactive exercises, as well astraditiona lecture
formats. Training shall also include testing and/or writings that indicate that MCSO

personnel taking the training comprehend the material taught.
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iii) “Trandation” means the replacement of written text from one language (source language)
with an equivalent written text in another language (target language).
1i1) “Uniform Crime Reports” or “UCR” means the data issued by the FBI on an annual basis
related to its efforts to collect, publish, and archive crime statistics in the United States.
kkk) “Use of force” means any physical coercion, used to effect, influence, or persuade an
individual to comply with an order from a deputy, above unresisted handcuffing, including
unholstering a firearm.
[II) “Use of force indicating apparent criminal conduct by a deputy” means that force which a
reasonabl e and trained supervisor would conclude could result in criminal charges dueto the
apparent circumstances of the use of force, such as the level of force used as compared to the
resistance encountered or discrepancies in the use of force as described by the deputy and
any resulting injuries, witness statements, or other evidence. It includes, but is not limited to,
all strikes, blows, kicks, ECW applications, or other similar uses of force against arestrained
subject.
mmm) “Use of Force Report” means awritten report documenting all force used above un-
resisted handcuffing.
nnn) “Vehicle stop” means any instance where aMCSO deputy directs a civilian operating a
motor vehicle of any typeto stop and the driver is detained for any length of time.
000) “Vital document” means paper or electronic written material that contains information
that is critical for accessing MCSO' s program or activities, or isrequired by law. Vita
documents may include the following: consent to search forms; witness and victim statement

forms; citation forms; victim rights notification forms; civilian complaint forms; notices
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advising LEP persons of free language assistance; rules, regulations, announcements, and
notices posted in MCSO jails; and inmate request, order, visitation, grievance, and appeal
formsused in MCSO jalils.

l. BIAS-FREE POLICING AND DETENTION SERVICES

MCSO shall deliver police and detention services consistent with the Constitution and
laws of the United States and State of Arizona, MCSO policy, and this Agreement, and with best
practices and current professional standards. In conducting its activities, MCSO shall ensure that
members of the public receive equal protection of the law, without bias based on race, color,
ethnicity, national origin, gender, or other demographic category, and in a manner that promotes
broad community engagement and confidence. To do so, MCSO must transform its training,
policies, procedures, as they relate to all its law enforcement functions, including patrol, jail
operations, and its specialized units and operations, including the Human Smuggling Unit and
the Criminal Employment Squad. To achieve these outcomes, MCSO shall develop and
implement the following:

A. Policies and Procedur es on Bias-Free Policing and Custody Services

2. MCSO shall apply and administer al programs, initiatives, and activities in a manner free
of bias on the basis of demographic categories. MCSO shall eliminate discriminatory policing,
including but not limited to the selective enforcement or non-enforcement of the law, the
selection or rgjection of particular policing tactics or strategies, or the selection of particular
communities or geographic areas for targeted policing, in amanner that disadvantages

individuals of a particular demographic category. MCSO shall further eliminate discriminatory
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treatment of inmates or such treatment that disadvantages inmates of a particular demographic
category.
3. MCSO shall provide clear policies and guidance, in writing, on prohibited conduct,
including examples of the types of activities that would constitute discriminatory policing or
custody operations.
4, MCSO leadership and supervising deputies and detention officers shall unequivocally
and consistently reinforce to subordinates that discriminatory policing and custody operations are
unacceptable.
5. Deputies or detention officers who engage in discriminatory policing or custody
operations will be subjected to administrative discipline and, where appropriate, referred for
criminal prosecution. MCSO shall provide clear guidelines, in writing, regarding the
disciplinary consequences for deputies or detention officers who engage in discriminatory
policing.
6. Deputies shall take affirmative steps to prevent public perceptions of discriminatory
policing, including but not limited to: 1) introducing themselves at the initiation of contact with
acivilian; 2) stating the reason, as soon as practicable, for an investigatory stop or detention; 3)
ensuring that an investigatory stop or detention is no longer than necessary; and 4) acting with
professionalism and courtesy throughout their interactions with civilians.
7. Within 30 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall modify its Code of Conduct to
prohibit MCSO employees from utilizing County property, such as County e-mail, in a manner

which discriminates against anyone on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin or sex.
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8. MCSO shall ensure that it does not use or otherwise rely on any information collected
from any hotline unless the information is credible and contains evidence of acrime.
0. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall ensure that all police vehicles are
equipped with functional video and audio recording equipment, including but not limited to
digital cameras, and shall commence regular operation and maintenance of such video and audio
recording equipment. MCSO shall repair or replace al non-functioning video or audio recording
equipment, as necessary for reliable functioning. MCSO shall ensure that recordings are
captured, maintained, and reviewed regularly by supervisors, in addition to any review for
investigatory or audit purposes, to assess the quality and appropriateness of police activities.
Deputies who fail to activate their recording equipment or notify MCSO that their equipment is
non-functioning shall be subject to discipline.
10.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall incorporate concrete requirements
regarding bias-free policing, bias-free custody services, and equal protection into its hiring,
promotion, and performance assessment policies and processes. These requirements shall give
significant weight to an individual’s documented history of bias-free policing or custody
services, aswell as use interviews and other methods to assess the individual’ s ability and
willingness to effectively practice bias-free policing or custody services.
11.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement a plan,
including the development of awritten policy, to provide all individuals within the County
essential police services regardless of immigration status or language abilities. Such policy shall

include the provision of police services to crime victims and witnesses regardless of whether
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such individual s decline to provide photo identification documents or other evidence of
immigration status.
12.  Within one year of the Effective Date, and at |east annually thereafter, MCSO shall assess
all MCSO programs, initiatives, and activities to ensure that no program, initiative, or activity is
applied or administered in abiased manner. As part of its assessment, MCSO shall specifically
include an assessment of use of force, motor vehicle and pedestrian stops, arrests, and the
geographic deployment of specialized units. MCSO shall base its assessment of programs,
initiatives, and activities on accurate, complete, and reliable data, including data contained in the
Early Intervention System (“EIS"), stop and detention data, use of force anayses, and operations
plans and after action reports.

B. Bias-Free Traffic Enfor cement

13. MCSO shall ensure that its Patrol Bureau engages in its traffic enforcement-related duties
in amanner that promotes effective and constitutional law enforcement. In regards to routine
traffic enforcement activities, MCSO shall ensure that deputies enforce traffic laws in a manner
that guarantees that members of the public receive equal protection of the law, without bias
based on demographic category, and in accordance with the Constitution and laws of the United
States and State of Arizona. To achieve these outcomes, MCSO shall implement the
requirements below.

14. MCSO shall prohibit deputies engaged in traffic enforcement from relying in any fashion
and to any degree on the actual or perceived demographic category of motorists or passengersin
deciding which vehicles to subject to a motor vehicle stop; the scope or substance of any

enforcement action in connection with amotor vehicle stop; or the procedures employed during
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the course of amotor vehicle stop. Deputies may take into account as one factor the
demographic category of an individual where deputies are seeking to detain or apprehend one or
more specific suspects who have been identified or described in part by demographic category.
15. MCSO policy shall provide specific guidance on forms of identification that may be
presented by unlicensed drivers in satisfaction of Arizonalaw.
16. MCSO shall develop and implement policies and procedures that require deputies
engaged in traffic enforcement to document every civilian encounter, including motorist assists,
in accordance with the data collection requirements set forth in this Agreement. This
documentation shall include the date, time, and location of the encounter; the reason for the
encounter; the police actions taken during the encounter; any determination to pursue further
investigation or actions as a result of the encounter; and any statements made by the civilian(s)
involved in the encounter. Such data shall be memorialized in auditable form and through CAD.
17. MCSO shall provide guidance to Patrol Bureau supervisors to ensure that discriminatory
policing does not take place. MCSO shall require that Patrol Bureau supervisors.

a) not engage in, ignore, or condone bias-based policing;

b) ensurethat deputies under their command know and understand the content and

application of bias-free policing policies and procedures;

¢) monitor subordinate deputy compliance with bias-free policing policies procedures; and

d) intervene where they have reasonable belief that biased policing may be occurring. Such

intervention may include informal counseling; disapproval of a stop, search or arrest; or

referral for internal investigation.
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C. Human Smuaggling Unit Oper ations

18. MCSO shall develop and implement eligibility criteria and selection devices for
assignment to specialized units that emphasize effectiveness, integrity, honesty, good judgment,
and demonstrated capacity to carry out the mission of each specialized unit in a constitutional,
lawful, and bias-free manner. These digibility criteria and selection devices shall give
significant weight to an individual’ s documented history of bias-free policing, as well as use
interviews and other methods to assess the individual’ s ability and willingness to effectively
practice bias-free policing. Deputies assigned to a specialized unit who are unable to maintain
eigibility shall be removed from the specialized unit.

19. MCSO shall develop and implement policies and procedures that ensure that the Human
Smuggling Unit (*“HSU”) operates effectively and in accordance with the Constitution and laws
of the United States and State of Arizona, and in amanner free of bias.

20. MCSO shall provide HSU supervisors with an additional 8 hours of comprehensive and
interdisciplinary training on supervising law enforcement deputies engaged in sensitive and high-
profile operations. As needed, HSU supervisors will also receive training and updates as
required by changes in pertinent immigration law, Fourth Amendment law, and other aress.

21. MCSO shall require that HSU deputies attend roll-call meetings with their immediate
supervisors at assigned duty stations before the initiation and conclusion of each shift.
Immediate supervisors shall discuss and memorialize objectives and activity for each shift. In
the course of these meetings, HSU supervisors shall unequivocally and consistently reinforce to

HSU deputies that discriminatory law enforcement tactics are unacceptable.

20



Case 2:07-cv-02513-GMS Document 580-4 Filed 06/13/13 Page 22 of 129

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL—-FOR NEGOTIATION PURPOSESONLY
PROPOSED AGREEMENT

PREPARED BY UNITED STATES-02/26/12

22. MCSO shall articulate factors that may be considered in establishing reasonable
suspi cion when assessing whether property, avehicle, or an individual isimplicated in human
smuggling. The articulated factors shall be drawn from the Constitution, federal laws, state laws,
established legal precedent, and they shall be updated as necessary.
23. MCSO shall require HSU deputies to memorialize each and every civilian interaction,
including motorist assists, through CAD and in keeping with the data collection requirements of
this Agreement.
24. Neither HSU, nor any other MCSO unit or employee, shall initiate a stop for an observed
infraction of Arizona State Code Title 28, Chapter 3 (Traffic and V ehicle Regulation) where the
employee does not have reasonable suspicion of a criminal immigration violation and where the
employee’' s objective is to conduct an immigration-related investigation.
25. Neither HSU, nor any other MCSO unit or employee, shall request consent to search a
person or vehicle to develop evidence of acrimina immigration violation unless the employee
has reasonable suspicion that the vehicle or person has evidence to support a criminal
immigration violation.

a) The MCSO employee must obtain the knowing and signed consent of the vehicle' sdriver

or owner prior to a consensual vehicle search or the person prior to aphysical search.

b) The MCSO employee must include awritten summary describing the reasonable

suspicion used to support the request for consent with the signed consent to search form.

¢) The MCSO may not use force, fraud or coercion to obtain consent.

d) The consent to search form and the summary describing the reasonable suspicion must be

provided to the employee’ s supervisor at the end of the employee’ s shift.
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26. MCSO shall prohibit the interrogation of any vehicle passenger during suspected human
smuggling detentions unless a deputy has reasonabl e suspicion to believe that the specific
passenger has violated the state human smuggling law or another state or federal 1aw.
27. MCSO HSU policies shall state that an individual’s unlawful presence in the United
States, without more, does not provide deputies with reasonable suspicion that the person is or
was involved in human smuggling for profit.
28.  Whenever HSU members detain or seize an individual for committing an immigration
related offense, they will submit an incident report in which they clearly identify the date, time,
and location of the encounter, the reasonable suspicion that led to the detention/seizure, the
police actions taken during the detention/seizure, any determination to pursue further
investigation or actions as a result of the detention/seizure, and any statements made by the
civilian(s) involved in the encounter. MCSO shall explicitly prohibit the use of boilerplate or
conclusory language in HSU incident reports and stop, search, and seizure data documents. HSU
deputies who routinely employ boilerplate or conclusory language shall be subject to disciplinary
action. Theseincident reports shall be memorialized in auditable form and through CAD.
29. MCSO shall require HSU deputies to submit stop, search, and seizure data and incident
reports at the conclusion of each shift. The data shall include the name, demographic category of
each individual stopped — including passengers, if contacted — by HSU deputies.
30. HSU supervisors shall review HSU incident reports within 12 hours of receipt, absent
exigent circumstances. MCSO will analyze stop data on a quarterly basis to ensure HSU
deputies are not engaging in discriminatory policing practices.

3L MCSO shall prohibit the use of posse membersin HSU operations.
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32.  Toensure compliance with the terms of this Agreement and the principles of
constitutional policing, first-line HSU supervisors will directly supervise the law enforcement
activities of new HSU members for eight weeksin the field, and directly supervise the in-the-
field-activities of al HSU membersfor at |east two weeks every year.

D. Criminal Employment Squad Oper ations

33. MCSO shall develop and implement policies and procedures that ensure that the Criminal
Employment Squad (“CES") operates in accordance with the Constitution and laws of the United
States and State of Arizona, in abias-free manner, and in accordance with best practices.
34. MCSO shall develop aset of detailed, written operating policies specific to the operations
of CES. Those procedures shall require that CES deputies:
a) not prolong the detention of individuals to conduct immigration enforcement
investigations under the pretense of executing a search warrant for documents and evidence
of forgery;
b) not detain bystanders present at alocation where a search warrant is executed for longer
than reasonably necessary to secure the areg;
c) not use or display more force than is necessary in the course of their operations;
d) not conduct their worksite raids in conjunction with Special Weapons and Tactics Units
(“SWAT"), unless warranted by exigent circumstances, and
€) document the total number of those detained or seized in the course of an operation at an
employment site, as well as the demographic category of each person detained or seized in
the operation.

35. MCSO shall prohibit the use of posse membersin CES operations.
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36. CESsupervisorswill review collected data to ensure operations are conducted in
accordance with CES' s operating procedures and this Agreement.
37.  Atleast one CES supervisor will be present at CES employment operations to ensure
compliance with CES' s operation policies and other provisions of this Agreement.
38. MCSO shall provide al CES deputies and first-line supervisors with at least 16 hours of
annual training on CES operating policies and procedures.
39. MCSO shall limit the deployment of SWAT to providing a properly calibrated response
to critical situations where atactical response is required, such as hostage rescue, barricaded
subjects, high-risk warrant service and high-risk apprehension, and terrorism response. The
policy shall prohibit SWAT and SWAT tactics from being deployed or used for routine patrol
functions, worksite raids, or for the service of non-high-risk warrants, unless approved in writing
by the MCSO Chief Deputy.
40. MCSO shall provide clear guidance, in writing, on what types of warrants are “high-
risk,” and what tactics are permissible for the service of high-risk warrants, including tactics that
are not permissible for the service of non-high-risk warrants, and shall take steps to ensure that
the CES, SWAT, and al deputies charged with serving warrants are aware of that guidance.
Only SWAT shall serve high-risk warrants.

E. Crime Suppression Operations

41. MCSO crime suppression operations, which include single-unit saturation patrols and
larger, multi-unit actions, shall be conducted in a bias-free manner that complies with the

Consgtitution, other federal laws, this Agreement, and best practices.
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42. MCSO shall develop policies and procedures to guide planning and execution of crime
suppression operations. MCSO crime suppression operations policies shall require that:
a) justification documents detailing the justification and goals are drafted prior to any
proposed crime suppression operations,
b) justification documents detail the site selection process, which shall be based on
documented, formal analysis of relevant, reliable, and comparative crime data;
c) command staff review and approval of crime suppression operation plans;
d) crime suppression operation plans identify and provide specific operational directives for
participating deputies, as well as detailed reports describing the significant events of the
operation;
e) al participating deputies report to the operation command center for roll-call and
briefing;
f) commanding deputies of a crime suppression operation conduct a briefing session for all
participating deputies to detail the objectives and tactics of the operation;
g) participating deputies collect datafollowing each civilian encounter, whether or not it
resultsin acitation or arrest; and
h) participating deputies report to the operation command center at the conclusion of acrime
suppression operation for debriefing and for submission of al collected data.
43. MCSO deputies shall not conduct warrantless searches of private residences unless

exigent circumstances exist.
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44, MCSO shall review crime suppression operations for effectiveness and to ensure that the
tactics employed during the operation were in keeping with MCSO policy and this Agreement.
MCSO’s review of crime suppression operations shall include:

a) anaysisof the number and rate of arrests for which there is documented reasonable

suspicion for the stop and probable cause for the arrest, overall and broken down by

geographic area; type of arrest; and demographic category;

b) analysis of the number and rate of searches which result in afinding of contraband, overall

and broken down by geographic area; type of arrest; and demographic category.

) assessment of stated objectives for the crime suppression operation and final results,

including comparative analysis of crime statistics,

d) assessment of resource allocation during crime suppression operations; and

e) analysis of complaints lodged against deputies during or up to two weeks after acrime

suppression operation;
45, MCSO shall prohibit the use of posse members during immigration related crime
suppression operations.
46. MCSO shall hold at least one community outreach meeting within 30 days of acrime
suppression operation within the boundaries of affected District(s). MCSO shall work with the
Monitor and the PCAB to ensure that the community outreach meeting adequately communicates
information regarding the objectives and results of the crime suppression operation. The
community outreach meeting shall be advertised extensively, with both English and Spanish
materias, in MCSO facilities, County facilities, public defender facilities, and on MCSO and

County websites. The community outreach meeting shall be held within the boundaries of the
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crime suppression operation District and at least one MCSO Chief and two Deputy Chiefs must
bein attendance.

F. L anguage Assistance in Policing Operations

47. MCSO shall establish alanguage access plan, policy, and set of procedures that articulate
clear guidelines and protocols to ensure that al police personnel take reasonable stepsto provide
LEP persons with timely and meaningful accessto police services. The policy, plan, and
procedures shall be designed to ensure that LEP individuals do not encounter discrimination on
account of their limited English proficiency or national origin when encountering MCSO
personnel, and shall comply, at aminimum with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended, (42 U.S.C. 8§ 2000d et seg.) and other applicable law, best practices, and current
professional standards. To achieve this outcome, MCSO shall adopt policing-related language
access requirements that parallel the requirements set forth in part VII of this Agreement. In
particular, MCSO'’s policing-rel ated language access plan, policy, procedures and practices shall
cover the following categories:

a) General Language Assistance (see VI.A);

b) Identification of LEP individuals (see V1.B);

¢) Documentation of Language Needs (see V1.C);

d) Assessment of Police Personnel Competency to Provide Language Assistance (see VI1.E);

€) Use of Arrestees or Community Members to Translate or Interpret (see VI.F);

f) Written Tranglations (see V1.G), including identifying official and vital documents that are

subject to public dissemination, and requiring translation of such documentsinto, at a
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minimum, Spanish, and other languages spoken by more than 5% of individualsin Maricopa
County;
g) Ora Language Assistance (see VI.H), including interpretation protocols for interrogations
and interviews of LEP individuals, such as requiring and ensuring the use of aqualified
interpreter for the taking of any formal statement that could adversely affect a suspect or
witness' legal rights;
h) Telephonic Interpretation Services (see VI.N);
i) Notification and Outreach (see V1.0), including tranglation of the language assistance plan
and policy into Spanish and other languages as appropriate, distribution of the plan and
policy to avariety of community organizations serving LEP individuals, and posting the
English and translated versions in a public area of the MCSO facilities, on MCSO’ s web site,
and in any other locations throughout the County where individuals go to seek police
assistance;
J) Complaint Procedures (see V1.P), including taking, responding to, and tracking civilian
complaints and resolutions of complaints filed by LEP individuals;
k) Supervisory Responsibility (see VI1.Q);
I) Consultation and Monitoring (see V1.S);
m) Retention of Records (see VI.T);
n) Hiring Plans for MCSO Bilingual Staff based on demographic and service data, including
aprocess for recruitment of qualified bilingual personnel to meet demonstrated service needs
incorporating sustained and significant outreach to local and state-wide institutions and

community organizations that can serve as the source of qualified bilingual applicants;
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0) Plan for proper deployment of MCSO Bilingual Staff based on demographic and service
data, including maintaining a regularly updated list of bilingual MCSO Bilingual Staff by
rank that all supervisors can access to ensure necessary day-to-day, shift-to-shift bilingual
coverage.
p) Language Assistance Requirementsin 911 Call Center Operations, including rapid
determination of LEP status, identification of primary language, priority of language
assistance services to be used; and transmission of language needs information to radio
dispatch.
48. MCSO shall distribute its police and jails language access plans, policies, and protocols
to all personnel and provide at least eight hours training to all personnel on providing language
assistance servicesto LEP individuals. Such training of all personnel shall be completed within
one year of the Effective Date. Thistraining shal include:
a MCSO’sLEP plan and policies, and the requirements of Title VI and this Agreement;
b) how to access MCSO-authorized, telephonic and in-person interpreters,
¢) how to work with interpretersin thefield;
d) cultural diversity and how to communicate with LEP individualsin scenarios commonly
encountered by law enforcement and jails staff; and
€) basic command Spanish, for deputies assigned to HSU, CES, and Districts with 10% or
more LEP populations.
49.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall designate a Headquarters Language
Access Coordinator who shall coordinate and ensure MCSO'’ s compliance with its language

access plan asit relates to its law enforcement operations and jail facilities. The Headquarters
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Language Access Coordinator shall oversee both the police and jails Language Access
Supervisors, and shall report to MCSO’ s Chief Deputy.
50.  Within one year of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement a process of
consultation with representatives of the LEP community to develop and at least annually review:
implementation of the language access plan, including areas of possible collaboration to ensure
its effectiveness; identification of additional languages that would be appropriate for translation
of materias; accuracy and quality of MCSO language assistance services; and concerns, idess,
and strategies for ensuring language access.
51.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop a process for determining,
on an ongoing basis, whether new documents, programs, services, and activities need to be made
accessible for LEP individuals. As part of this process MCSO shall:
a) document the number of LEP persons encountered by MCSO and their primary language;
b) collect dataregarding the number of times an interpreter has been used, listed by
language and type of interpreter (telephonic or in-person);
¢) document the number of MCSO Bilingual Staff who have been evaluated for language
proficiency, by language, job title, and level of proficiency; and
d) document use of tranglators, vital documents translated, and languages into which vital
documents are trand ated.

G. Public M eetings on Bias-Free Policies and Procedur es

52.  Within 90 days of the Effective Date, MCSO and the PCAB agree to hold public
meetings detailing MCSO'’ s bias-free policing policies and procedures and related rights of

individuals who are stopped and questioned by deputies. MCSO and PCAB shall hold at least
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one public meeting in every District every 180 days. Meetings shall not take place on MCSO
premises.
53. MCSO shall ensure that a M CSO supervisor with extensive knowledge regarding bias-
related policies attends each meeting.
54, MCSO shall advertise the location and time of each meeting through postings, in English
and in Spanish, at MCSO facilities, County facilities, MCSO’ s website, and in any other
locations throughout the County where individuals go to seek police assistance. MCSO aso
shall distribute the posting to community organizations with which it is collaborating to
effectuate this Agreement.
55. MCSO and PCAB shall develop a program related to MCSO'’ s bias-free commitment and
related policies to present at all Maricopa County public high schools. MCSO and PCAB shall
develop materials, in English and in Spanish, detailing rights concerning improper law
enforcement acts, rights of individuals regarding improper stops, searches, and other materialsto
disseminate during high school presentations.

H. Bias-Free Policing Training

56. MCSO shall provide all deputies, including those in the HSU and CES, with eight hours
of comprehensive and interdisciplinary training on bias-free policing within 180 days of the
Effective Date, and at least four hours annually thereafter, based on developmentsin Arizona or
federal law and MCSO policy. Such training shall emphasize that discriminatory policing,
including but not limited to the selective enforcement or non-enforcement of the law, the
selection or rgjection of particular policing tactics or strategies, or the selection of particular

communities or geographic areas for targeted policing, in amanner that disadvantages people
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belonging to a particular demographic category, is prohibited by policy and will subject deputies
to discipline. Thistraining shall address:
a) the protection of civil rights as a central part of the police mission and as essential to
effective policing;
b) constitutional and other legal requirements related to equal protection and unlawful
discrimination, including the requirements of this Agreement;
c) police and community perspectives related to discriminatory policing;
d) the existence of arbitrary classifications, stereotypes, and implicit bias, and the impact
that these may have on the decision-making and behavior of a deputy;
€) methods and strategies for effective policing, including deputy decision-making at key
decision points, which rely upon non-discriminatory factors;
f) formsof identification that may be presented by unlicensed driversin satisfaction of
Arizonalaw;
g) methods and strategies to reduce misunderstanding, conflict, and complaints due to
perceived police bias or discrimination, including problem-oriented policing strategies, and
h) instruction in the data collection protocols required by this Agreement.

l. Performance Metricsfor Bias-Related Policing Refor ms

57. In order to ensure that MCSO'’ s reforms related to bias-free policing are conducted in
accordance with the Constitution and laws of the United States and State of Arizona, MCSO
policy and this Agreement, the Monitor shall assess MCSO’ s progress in implementing these
provisions and the effectiveness of these reforms. To do so, the Monitor shall include an

analysis of the following metrics and trends:
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a) abaseline survey of community members, MCSO employees, and detainees;
b) changesin prevalence of complaints of biased policing by MCSO;
c) deputy awareness and comprehension of issues addressed in training;
d) MCSO collaboration with key state, private, and community-based organizations with
expertise in serving individuals from specific demographic categories;
e) traffic enforcement data as it relates to the demographic categories of motorists subject to
MCSO action;
f) deployment and use of all speciaized units;
g) execution of crime suppression operations, overall and by stated objectives; geographic
areg; type of tactics employed; and effectuating units;
h) civilian complaints regarding specialized units and operations,
i) complaintsthat are sustained and rate that are not sustained, overall and by type;
]) geographic area; type of operation; effectuating unit; and demographic category; and
k) disciplinary outcomes related to specialized units and operations.

. STOPS, SEARCHES AND ARRESTS

MCSO shall ensure that all MCSO stops, searches, and arrests are conducted in
accordance with the Constitution, and laws of the United States and State of Arizona, MCSO
policy, and this Agreement and comports with best practices and current professional standards.
MCSO shall ensure that investigatory stops, searches, and arrests are part of an effective overal
crime prevention strategy and are consistent with community-oriented policing. To achieve

these outcomes, MCSO shall develop and implement the following:
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A. Ban on Quotas

58. MCSO shall discontinue and prohibit any policy, procedure, directive, or practice,
whether formal or informal, that provides supervisors or deputies with a quota for the stop,
citation, search, or arrest of persons or property. This requirement shall not be construed to
prohibit MCSO from recording, reviewing, or evaluating deputy activity and effectiveness.

B. Stops and Detentions

59. MCSO deputies shall conduct stops or detentions only where the deputy has reasonable
suspicion that a person has been, is, or is about to be engaged in the commission of acrime.

60. MCSO shall develop written policies and procedures within 180 days of the Effective
Date to ensure that investigatory stops and detentions related to the enforcement of immigration-
related laws do not result in prolonged and unlawful detentions.

61. MCSO deputies shal utilize the CAD system to routinely and accurately report any
investigatory contact with civilians, including civilian assists, asthey occur. Deputies shall be
required to record the exact location of each investigatory contact with civilians.

62. MCSO shall develop auditable forms for deputies to memorialize data related to
investigatory stops or detentions. Deputies shall not use boilerplate or conclusory languagein
any reports documenting investigatory stops, detentions and searches. Articulation of reasonable
suspicion and probable cause shall be specific and clear.

63. MCSO deputies shall not use any demographic category as afactor, to any degree, in
establishing reasonabl e suspicion or probable cause, except as part of a credible description of a

specific suspect.
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64. MCSO deputies shall continue to require reasonable suspicion to conduct field
interviews, and document investigatory field contacts, including field interviews, in accordance
with the stop and search data collection requirements of this Agreement.
C. Sear ches
65. MCSO shall develop written policies and procedures within 180 days of the Effective
Date to ensure that searches related to the enforcement of immigration-related laws are not
conducted in a manner that discriminates against the members of any demographic category and
do not result in prolonged and unlawful detentions.
66. MCSO deputies shall not use any demographic category in exercising discretion to
conduct awarrantless search or to seek a search warrant, except as part of a credible description
of a specific suspect.
67.  Anaffidavit or sworn declaration supporting an application for a search warrant shall
provide an accurate, complete, and clear description of the offense, the place or thing to be
searched, scope of the search, and time and method of the search.
68.  Search warrants related to the investigation of aresidential property suspected of being
used for human smuggling or immigration-related offenses shall be narrowly-tailored consistent
with constitutional and legal requirements. MCSO deputies shall not rely on such warrants to
investigate surrounding properties.
69. A supervisor shall review each request for a search or arrest warrant, including each
affidavit or declaration before it isfiled by a deputy in support of awarrant application, for
appropriateness, legality, and conformance with MCSO policy and this Agreement. The

supervisor shall assess the information contained in the warrant application and supporting
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documents for authenticity, including an examination for boilerplate or conclusory language,
inconsistent information, and lack of articulation of alegal basis for the warrant.
70.  Aspart of the supervisory review, the supervisor shall document in an auditable format
those warrant applications that are legally unsupported, arein violation of MCSO policy or this
Agreement, or that indicate a need for corrective action or review of agency policy, strategy,
tactics, or training. The supervisor shall take appropriate action to address violations or
deficiencies, including recommending non-disciplinary corrective action for the involved deputy,
and/or referring the incident for administrative or criminal investigation. The quality and
accuracy of search warrants and supportive affidavits or declarations shall be taken into account
in deputy performance evaluations.
71. MCSO deputies shall not detain bystanders present at the location where a search warrant
is executed for longer than reasonably necessary to secure the area.
72. MCSO shall maintain centrally and in each MCSO District and specialized unit, alog
listing each search warrant, the case file where a copy of such warrant is maintained, the deputy
who applied for each warrant, and each supervisor who reviewed the application for a search
warrant.
D. Arrests
73. MCSO shall develop written policies and procedures within 180 days of the Effective
Date to ensure that arrests related to the enforcement of immigration-related laws arein
compliance with the Constitution, federal and state law.

74. MCSO deputies shall only arrest an individual where the deputy has probable cause.
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75. In effectuating an arrest, MCSO deputies shall not rely on information known to be
materially false or incorrect. Deputies may not use any demographic category in deciding whom
to arrest, except as part of a credible description of a specific suspect.
76. A deputy shall immediately notify a supervisor when effectuating an arrest for an
immigration-related offense, including identity crimes, an arrest for obstructing or resisting a
deputy, any disorderly conduct type arrest, or a custodial arrest for a vehicle infraction.
77.  Theresponding supervisor shall approve or disapprove the deputy’s arrest
recommendation, based on the existence of probable cause, and compliance with MCSO policy
and this Agreement. The supervisor shall take appropriate action to address violations or
deficienciesin the deputy’ s arrest recommendation, including releasing the subject,
recommending non-disciplinary corrective action for the involved deputy, and/or referring the
incident for administrative or criminal investigation.
78. MCSO shall follow proper and timely consular notification procedures, in accordance
with the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations and guidance by the U.S. Department of
State, following the arrest or detention of an individual who isaforeign national. MCSO shall
ensure that arrested individuals who are foreign nationals receive proper and timely consular
access, that consulates requiring direct notification are so notified, and that consular officials
face no delays in accessing arrested individuals who are citizens of the countries they represent.
79. MCSO deputies shall complete all arrest reports before the end of shift. MCSO field
supervisors shall review each arrest report of deputies under their command and shall
memorialize their review in writing within 12 hours of the arrest, absent exceptional

circumstances. Supervisors shall review reports and forms for boilerplate or conclusory
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language, inconsistent information, lack of articulation of the legal basis for the action, or other
indiciathat the information in the reports or formsis not authentic or correct.
80.  Aspart of the supervisory review, the supervisor shall document in an auditable format
those arrests that are unsupported by probable cause, are in violation of MCSO policy or this
Agreement, or that indicate a need for corrective action or review of agency policy, strategy,
tactics, or training. The supervisor shall take appropriate action to address violations or
deficiencies in making arrests, including recommending non-disciplinary corrective action for
the involved deputy, and/or referring the incident for administrative or criminal investigation.
81.  Supervisorsshal use EIS to track each subordinate’ s violations or deficiencies and the
corrective actions taken, in order to identify deputies needing repeated corrective action. The
supervisor shall ensure that each violation or deficiency is noted in the deputy’ s performance
evauations. The quality of these supervisory reviews shall be taken into account in the
supervisor’s own performance evaluations. MCSO shall take appropriate corrective or
disciplinary action against supervisors who fail to conduct reviews of adequate and consistent
quality.
82. A command-level official shall review, inwriting, al supervisory reviews related to
arrests that are unsupported by probable cause, are in violation of MCSO policy or this
Agreement, or that indicate a need for corrective action or review of agency policy, strategy,
tactics, or training. The commander’s review shall be completed within seven days of receiving
the document reporting the event. The commander shall evaluate the corrective action and
recommendations in the supervisor’s written report and ensure that al appropriate corrective

action is taken.
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Stop and Search Data Collection and Review

Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop a system to ensure that

deputies collect data on all investigatory stops, searches, and motorist assists, whether or not they

result in an arrest or issuance of acitation. This system shall allow for summarization and

searches and also shall be integrated into EIS and shall require deputies to document the

following:

a) thedeputies names and badge numbers,

b) date and time of the stop;

c) location of the stop;

d) duration of the stop;

€) subject’s apparent demographic characteristics (including subject’s surname);

f) reason for the stop, including a description of the facts creating reasonable suspicion;

g) if avehicle stop, whether the driver or any passenger was required to exit the vehicle, and
reason;

h) whether any individual was asked to consent to a search and whether such consent was
given and what reasonabl e suspicion supported the request for consent to search;

i) whether a probable cause search was performed on any individual, including a description
of the facts creating probable cause;

]) whether a pat-and-frisk or other search was performed on any individual, including a
description of the facts justifying the pat-and-frisk or other search;

k) whether any contraband or evidence was seized from any individual, and nature of the

contraband or evidence; and
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I) disposition of the stop, including whether a citation was issued or an arrest made.
84. Deputies shall submit documentation of investigatory stops and detentions, and any
searches resulting from or proximate to the stop or detention, to their supervisors by the end of
the shift in which the police action occurred. Absent exceptional circumstances, within 12 hours
of receiving areport on an investigatory stop and detention or search, a supervisor shall review
the report and shall document: (1) those investigatory stops and detentions that appear
unsupported by reasonable suspicion, (2) those searches that appear to be without legal
justification; (3) stops or searches in violation of MCSO policy or this Agreement, or (4) stops or
searches that indicate a need for corrective action or review of agency policy, strategy, tactics, or
training.
85.  The supervisor shall take appropriate action to address all violations or deficienciesin
investigatory stops or detention or executing a search, including recommending non-disciplinary
corrective action for the involved deputy, and/or referring the incident for administrative or
criminal investigation. Supervisors shall use EIS to track each subordinate’ s violations or
deficiencies investigatory stops or detention or executing a search and the corrective actions
taken, in order to identify deputies needing repeated corrective action. Such information shall be
provided to IA. The supervisor shall ensure that each violation or deficiency is noted in the
deputy’ s performance evauations. The quality and completeness of these supervisory reviews
shall be taken into account in the supervisor’s own performance evaluations. MCSO shall take
appropriate corrective or disciplinary action against supervisors who fail to conduct complete,

thorough, and accurate reviews of deputies’ investigatory detentions and searches.
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86.  Within one year of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop a protocol for comprehensive
analysis, incorporating appropriate benchmarks for comparison, of the stop and search data
collected.
87. MCSO shall ensure that all databases containing individual-specific data comply fully
with federal and state privacy standards governing personally identifying information. MCSO
shall develop a process to restrict database access to authorized, identified users who are
accessing the information for alegitimate and identified purpose.

F. Stop, Search and Arrest Training

88.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall provide all deputies with no fewer
than eight hours of comprehensive training on stops, searches and arrests, and at least two hours
on an annual basis thereafter. The faculty for this training shall include competent legal
instructors with significant experience litigating Fourth Amendment issues or law professors,
from an accredited law school, with Fourth Amendment teaching or writing experience, and the
instruction shall include:

a) Fourth Amendment and related law; MCSO policies, and the requirements of this

Agreement regarding searches and seizures,

b) First Amendment and related law in the context of the rights of individuals to verbally

dispute, observe, and record deputy conduct; and

¢) the difference between various police contacts by the scope and level of police intrusion;

between probabl e cause, reasonabl e suspicion and mere speculation; and voluntary consent

from mere acquiescence to police authority;
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d) the facts and circumstances that should be considered in initiating, conducting,
terminating, and expanding an investigatory stop or detention;
€) the legal requirements for conducting searches and executing arrests, with and without a
warrant;
f) the nature and scope of searches based on the level of permissible intrusion on an
individua’s privacy interests, including searches conducted pursuant to probation or parole
release provisions;
g) the procedures for executing searches, including handling, recording, and taking custody
of seized property or evidence; and
h) the nature and scope of searches incident to an arrest.

G. Performance Metricsfor Stop, Search and Arrest Reforms

89. In order to ensure that searches, seizures, and arrests by MCSO deputies are conducted in
accordance with the Constitution, laws of the United States and State of Arizona, MCSO policy
and this Agreement, the Monitor shall assess MCSO'’s progress in implementing these provisions
and the effectiveness of these reforms. To do so, the Monitor shall include an analysis of the
following metrics and trends related to searches, seizures and arrests:

a) an annual traffic study measuring whether MCSO employees are engaged in racial

profiling;

b) civilian complaints;

¢) disciplinary/administrative outcomes;

d) deputies who have received multiple complaints;

€) criminal chargesand tort clams;
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f) the number and rate of searches which result in afinding of contraband, overall and
broken down by unit, shift, geographic area; type of arrest; and demographic category;
g) thenumber and rate of arrests for which there is documented reasonabl e suspicion for the
stop and probable cause for the arrest, overall and broken down by geographic area; type of
arrest; and demographic category;
h) the number and rate at which the County Attorney declines to prosecute arrests, courts
suppress evidence, and cases result in not guilty verdicts; and
i) qualitative reviews of supervisory reviews of search and arrest warrants.

. USE OF FORCE

MCSO shall develop and implement use of force policy, training, and review
mechanisms that ensure that force used by MCSO deputies is in accordance with the
Constitution, laws of the United States and State of Arizona, MCSO policy, and this Agreement,
and is consistent with best practices and current professional standards. MCSO shall ensure that
any potential unreasonable uses of force are identified promptly and responded to appropriately
and expeditiously. MCSO shall also ensure that deputies use non-force techniques to effect
compliance with police orders whenever feasible; use force only when strictly necessary; use
force in amanner that avoids unnecessary injury to deputies and civilians; and de-escalate the
use of force at the earliest reasonable moment. To achieve these outcomes, MCSO shall develop
and implement the following:

A. General Use of Force Policy

90.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement an agency-

wide use of force policy that complies with applicable law and comports with best practices and
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current professional standards. The comprehensive use of force policy shall include all force
techniques, technologies, and weapons, both lethal force and less-lethal force, that are available
to MCSO deputies, including standard-issue weapons that are made available to all deputies,
weapons that are made available only to specialized units, and persona weapons carried on the
job. The comprehensive use of force policy shall clearly define and describe each force option
and the circumstances under which use of such force is appropriate.

B. Use of Force Reporting Policy

91 MCSO shall develop and implement a single, uniform, reporting system pursuant to a
Use of Force Reporting Policy and using asingle, uniform, Use of Force Report. All deputies
using or observing force above un-resisted handcuffing shall report in writing, before the end of
shift, the use of force in a Use of Force Report. The Use of Force Report shall include: (1) a
detailed account of the incident from the deputy’ s perspective; (2) the reason for the initial police
presence; (3) a specific description of the acts that led to the use of force; (4) the level of
resistance encountered; and (5) a description of every type of force used. The Use of Force
Reporting Policy shall explicitly prohibit the use of boilerplate or conclusory language in all
reports documenting use of force.

92. Each deputy on the scene of a use of force shall write a supplemental Use of Force
Report, before the end of the shift, documenting the deputy’ s own actions and observations.

93. Deputies Use of Force Reports (whether primary or supplemental) shall completely and
accurately describe the use of force. Deputies shall be held strictly accountable for material

omissions or inaccuracies in the Use of Force Report.
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94. Deputies who use or observe force shall notify their supervisorsimmediately following
any use of force or upon receipt of an allegation of unreasonable or unreported use of force by
any deputy.
95. Deputies who use or observe force and fail to report it shall be held strictly accountable
and may face discipline up to and including termination, regardless of whether the force was
reasonable.
96. Use of Force Reports shall be maintained centrally by IA, and relevant force data shall be
entered into a searchable, sortable database in a manner that will facilitate the analysis required
by this Agreement.
97.  Atleast bi-annually, MCSO shall analyze the year’s force data, including the force-
related outcome data collected pursuant to this Agreement, to determine significant trends;
identify and correct deficiencies reveaed by this analysis; and document its findingsin a public
report.
98. MCSO shall establish asingle, uniform reporting and investigation/review system for all
serious uses of force.
99.  MCSO shdll ensurethat all serious uses of force, as the term is defined above, are
investigated fully and fairly by individuals with appropriate expertise, independence and
investigative skills to ensure that uses of force that are contrary to law or policy areidentified
and appropriately resolved; that policy, training, equipment, or tactical deficiencies related to the
use of force are identified and corrected; and that investigations of sufficient quality are
completed to ensure that deputies are held accountable and provided corrective training as

necessary.
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C. Use of Force Training

100. Within one year of the Effective Date, MCSO shall provide all MCSO personnel who
could be involved in the stop, search, or arrest of an individual with at |east eight hours of use of
force training, and four hours of use of force training on at least an annual basis thereafter, and
additional training as necessary based on developmentsin applicable law and MCSO policy.
MCSO shall coordinate and review all use of force policy and training to ensure quality,
consistency, and compliance with the Constitution, federal law, MCSO policy and this
Agreement. MCSO’s use of force training shall include the following topics:

a) proper use of force decision-making;

b) use of force reporting requirements,

¢) the Fourth Amendment and related law;

d) the Eighth Amendment and related law;

€) role-playing scenarios and interactive exercises that illustrate proper use of force decision-

making, including training deputies on the importance and impact of ethical decision making

and peer intervention;

f) the proper deployment and use of al intermediate weapons or technologies, including

batons, chemical spray, canines, and ECWSs;

g) de-escalation techniques that encourage deputies to make arrests without using force, and

instruction that disengagement, area containment, surveillance, waiting out a subject,

summoning reinforcements, calling in specialized units, or delaying arrest may be the

appropriate response to a situation, even when the use of force would be legally justified;

h) threat assessment;
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i) basic crisis intervention and interacting with people with mental illnesses, including

instruction by mental health practitioners and an emphasis on de-escal ation strategies;

J) factorsto consider in initiating or continuing a pursuit; and

k) appropriate training on conflict management;
101. Supervisors of al ranks, as part of their initial and annual in-service supervisory training,
shall receive additional training in conducting use of force investigations; strategies for
effectively directing deputies to minimize uses of force and to intervene effectively to prevent or
stop unreasonable force; and supporting deputies who report unreasonable or unreported force,
or who are retaliated against for using only reasonable force or attempting to prevent
unreasonabl e force.
102. Included in the use of force training set out above MCSO shall deliver firearms training
to all deputies within one year of the Effective Date and at |east twice yearly thereafter. Any
deputy who has failed to qualify shall not be permitted to possess a firearm as an MCSO deputy
until he or she qualifies.

D. Compliance Metrics for Use of For ce Refor ms

103. Inorder to ensure that MCSO deputies use force in accordance with the Constitution and
laws of the United States and State of Arizona, and this Agreement, the Monitor shall assess
MCSO'’s progress in implementing these provisions and assess the effectiveness of MCSO use of
force reforms. To do so, the Monitor’ s assessment shall include the following metrics and trends:
a) Consistency of use of force reporting;
b) deployment and use of all weapons or technologies, including firearms, batons, chemical

agents, and ECWs;
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c) civilian complaints regarding use of force;
d) rate of force complaints that are sustained and rate that are not sustained, overall and by
force type; geographic area; type of arrest; effectuating unit shift; and demographic category;
€) uses of force that are found to violate policy overall and by force type; geographic area;
type of arrest; and demographic category;
f) disciplinary/administrative outcomes related to use of force;
g) number of deputies who frequently or repeatedly use force, or have more than one
instance of force found to violate policy;
h) deputies who have received multiple complaints regarding use of force;
1) instancesin which force investigations are returned for further investigation or for
completeness; and
J) administrative and criminal charges and tort claims related to use of force.

V. GENDER-BIASED POLICING

MCSO shall respond to and investigate reports involving allegations of sexual violence,
including domestic violence, sexual assault, and child sex abuse, in aprofessional, timely,
effective, and unbiased manner in accordance with the Constitution, and laws of the United
States and State of Arizona, MCSO policy, and this Agreement, and with best practices and
current professional standards. MCSO shall promptly and effectively respond to reports of
sexual violence; investigate all reports of sexual violence assigned to it; appropriately classify
reports of sexual violence; collaborate closaly with community partners; and apply atrauma-
informed victim-centered approach at every stage of itsresponse. To achieve these outcomes,

MCSO shall develop and implement the following.
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A. Sexual Violence and Domestic Violence

104. MCSO shall clearly delineate in policy the respective duties of patrol deputies or other
first responders, investigators, and supervisors, and provide clear and detailed guidelines for
steps at each stage of MCSO' s response to areport involving allegations of sexual violence and
domestic violence, including dispatch response; initial deputy response; and on-scene and
follow-up investigation. These guidelines must include requirements as to the time frames for
each stage of MCSO'’ s response, and incorporate best practices from the International
Association of Chiefs of Police (“IACP”) Violence Against Women Projects and the National
Protocol for Sexua Assault Medical Forensic Examinations (Adults /Adolescents).

105. MCSO shall investigate cases and provide services to victims equitably regardless of
demographic category or referring agency.

106. MCSO shall ensurethat it has sufficient staffing across shifts and districts to ensure
proper communication between MCSO and LEP sexual assault and domestic violence victims.
107. Patrol deputies or other first responders shall document all calls or other reports involving
allegations of sexual violence and domestic violence, including the date and time of receipt of
the reports, the means of communication of the reports, the deputies’ /first responders own
observations, actions taken, and plans or observations regarding further investigation of the
reports, and any statements of victims, witnesses, and reporting persons. Patrol deputies or other
first responders shall immediately assess the risk to the safety of the victim of an incident of
sexual assault or domestic violence, and attempt to contact the victim as soon as is practicable
following the MCSO'’ s receipt of the report of such incident, and within atime frame appropriate

to the degree of risk. Patrol deputies or other first responders who are unable to meet or speak

49



Case 2:07-cv-02513-GMS Document 580-4 Filed 06/13/13 Page 51 of 129

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL—-FOR NEGOTIATION PURPOSESONLY
PROPOSED AGREEMENT

PREPARED BY UNITED STATES-02/26/12
with avictim of sexual assault or domestic violence upon the first attempt to contact her or him
shall make at least two additional attempts to contact the victim, using, to the extent possible,
various means of communication, within 24 hours of the MCSO’ s receipt of the report of such
incident, and shall document in writing such attempts, including the dates and times of each
attempt, the means of communication employed, and the outcome of each attempt.
108. MCSO protocols for conducting initial and follow-up victim interviews shall reflect the
specia needs of victims who may be in crisis or suffering from trauma. MCSO follow-up
interviews with victims of sexual assault and domestic violence shall incorporate, to the extent
practicable, each victim’ s stated preferences as to the means, timing, and location of
communication between the victim and MCSO personnel.
109. MCSO shal provide clear and detailed guidelines for on-scene and follow-up
investigation, including identifying, locating, and interviewing witnesses and suspects;
collaborating with victim advocates; evidence collection, special procedures for drug-facilitated
sexual assaults, and documentation. These guidelines must include requirements as to the time
frames for each stage of MCSO’ s on-scene and follow-up investigation; these requirements must
reflect the patrol deputy/first responder’ s assessment of the level of risk to the safety of the
victim.
110. MCSO shall establish protocols for forensic examinations of victims and suspects, as
well as evidence preservation and crime scene management, for the purpose of responding to
radio calls of sexual assault or evaluating a sexual offense.
111. Deputies shall be informed about, and shall provide sexual assault or domestic violence

victims with written referrals to, relevant available services, referrals, or other assistance.
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112. MCSO shall, in cooperation with the Monitor and community partners, take affirmative
steps to encourage and facilitate communication between sexual assault or domestic violence
victims and MCSO deputies or other first responders, including but not limited to the following:
a) within 30 days of the Effective Date, develop and implement a policy of not requiring
persons reporting sexual assault or domestic violence to provide any form of photo
identification document to MCSO deputies or other first responders;
b) develop partnerships with community organizations serving victims of sexual assault or
domestic violence, with the goal of facilitating reporting by victims and providing support
services to victims working in cooperation with MCSO;
C) appoint deputies and support personnel to act as liaisons between MCSO and community
organizations serving victims; and
d) Ensurethat liaisons are culturally and linguistically competent to properly function as a
liaison.
113. First-line supervisors of Specia Victims Unit employees and other investigators handling
crimes of sexua assault and domestic violence shall provide direct supervision of their
subordinates by:
a) providing assistance and resources to deputies and investigators responding to felony
sexual assaults,
b) building relationships with and enhancing cooperation with victim advocates and
forensic examination programs, to both respond to and reduce the risk of sexual violence;
¢) continually seeking and creating opportunities for training to enhance deputies /first

responders’ and investigators' skills;
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d) closdly reviewing investigative reports and dispositions;
€) demonstrating a detailed understanding of issues confronting victims of sexual assault
and domestic violence, setting clear expectations of deputies/first responders and
investigators regarding their treatment of victims, and demonstrating a proper law
enforcement response to victims;
f) incorporating victim interactions and services into subordinates performance
evaluations; and
g) promptly following up on al investigative leads generated from Combined DNA Index

System hits.

114. MCSO training on sexual assault and domestic violence shall be updated annually to

reflect changesin policy, law, and developments in research.

115. MCSO shall provide comprehensive initia training for Special Victims Unit detectives

and any investigators assigned to crimes of sexual assault, child abuse, or domestic violence, of

no fewer than 16 hours, and at least eight hours of in-service training on at least an annual basis

thereafter. Thistraining shal include:

a) redlistic dynamics of sexual assault and domestic violence, including issues related to
response to trauma and delayed reporting;

b) overcoming the perceptions of false/lunfounded allegations;

¢) drug and alcohol-facilitated sexual assault or domestic violence;

d) skills-based training, including case reviews, victim evaluations of MCSO’ s response to
reports of sexua assault and domestic violence, and/or taped mock victim interviews,

€) report-writing;
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f) discovery; and

g) collection, preservation, and submission of evidence, including an assessment of

evidence obtained from crime scenes and a determination, based on the history of the assault

and the potential impact on the outcome of the investigation and on successful prosecution,

of the evidence to be submitted for laboratory testing.
116. MCSO shall provide comprehensive initial and recruit training on responding to reports
of sexual assault and domestic violence for patrol deputies and other first responders of no fewer
than 12 hours, and ongoing annual in-service training of at least eight hours. Additionally,
MCSO shall incorporate fact-based scenarios involving sexual violence into recruit and in-
service training on topics such as genera investigation, crime scene preservation, and report-
writing. MCSO's general training on sexual violence shall include:

a) redlistic dynamics of sexual assault and domestic violence, including issues related to

response to trauma, reasons for delayed reporting by victims of sexual violence, and non-

stranger sexual assaullt;

b) report writing, using the language of non-consensual sex;

C) victiminterviewing;

d) initial assessment of victim, including recognition of post-traumatic stress syndrome; and

e) assessment and preservation of crime scene and evidence collection techniques.
117. MCSO shal train supervisors and investigators in the Special Victims Unit in the proper
definitions and application of “unfounded,” “false,” “baseless,” “exceptionaly cleared,” and
“waived”/"waiver” classificationsin the context of sexual violence. The immediate supervisor

in the Specia Victims Unit and the Unit commander shall closely review and approve in writing
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any decision to classify areport using one of these categories. MCSO shall track each of these
conclusions separately and publicly report them on at least a bi-annual basis.
118. MCSO shall work cooperatively with the Monitor and community partners to develop all
training described in this Section, with the purpose of enhancing MCSO’ s ahility to respond to
and thoroughly investigate reports of sexual assault and domestic violence using a bias-free and
victim-centered approach.
119. MCSO shall separately track all reports of felony sexual assault, incorporating the most
recent definitions of those offenses used in the Uniform Crime Reports (*UCR”) and the
National Incident Based Reporting System (“NIBRS’) counts, and including those offenses that
may not be included in current UCR and NIBRS counts, such as drug-facilitated sexual assault
and sexual assaults involving persons with disabilities unable to consent. MCSO shall collect
data on the final disposition of investigations involving sexual violence, including whether the
pertinent local prosecutor charged the suspect, and if so, whether the case was eventually
dismissed, pled, or tried.
120. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop a mechanism to select and
permit acommittee of representatives from state, private, and community-based organizations
with expertise in issues of domestic violence and sexual assault in Maricopa County, including
rape crisis and domestic violence advocates, service providers, and/or legal providers, to review,
on asemi-annual basis: (a) sexual assault investigations disposed of as “unfounded,”
“exceptionally cleared,” “waived,” or similar terminology; (b) a random sample of open sexud
assault investigations; (c) after the first year of this Agreement, reported sexual assaults placed in

amiscellaneous or non-criminal category; and (d) the effectiveness and adequacy of MCSO
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victim services. MCSO shall develop a protocol to ensure that feedback and recommendations
from this committee is incorporated into policies, general training, remedial training for specific
deputies or detectives, and decisions to re-examine and re-open investigations. This mechanism
shall include appropriate safeguards to protect ongoing criminal or administrative investigations,
confidential or privileged information, or personal information that is protected from disclosure
by applicable laws.

B. Performance Metricsfor Gender-Biased Policing Refor ms

121. Inorder to ensure that MCSO' s bias related reforms are conducted in accordance with the
Constitution and laws of the United States and State of Arizona, the Monitor shall assess
MCSO'’ s progress in implementing these provisions and assess the effectiveness of these
reforms. To do so, the Monitor shall conduct areliable, comprehensive, and representative
annual survey of individual members of the Maricopa County community, and interviews with
state, private, and community-based organizations with expertise in issues of sexual assault and
domestic violence in Maricopa County, regarding their experiences with and perceptions of
MCSO’s implementation of the improvements described in this section and of the safety of
victims of sexual assault and domestic violence in the community. This comprehensive
community survey shall include measures to ensure meaningful input from individuals of each
demographic category represented in the Maricopa County community, including LEP
individuals.
122.  The Monitor’ s assessment shall include the following metrics and trends:

a) accurate classification of reports of sexual assault or domestic violence,

b) changesin prevalence of reports of sexual assault or domestic violence;
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c) resolutions of al reports of sexual assault and domestic violence received by MCSO,
including the number of such reports that resulted in investigations, arrests, referrals for
prosecution, and/or convictions,
d) changesin number of reports of sexual assault or domestic violence that result in
investigations, arrests, referrals for prosecution, and/or convictions;
€) timelines showing MCSO'’ s response times to reports of sexual violence both by
deputies/first responders and SVU personne by unit, district and victim’s demographic
category;
f) the number of attempts made by MCSO to contact victims;
g) the nature of the information and evidence gathered by MCSO including the quality of
MCSO'’s reports and interviews with victims, witnesses and suspects,
h) average length of sexual assault and domestic violence investigations until resolution;
i) comprehensiveness of investigations of reports of sexual violence, particularly as
compared to MCSO' s investigations of other matters;
J) police awareness and comprehension of issues addressed in training; and
k) police collaboration with the committee described above and with other state, private,
and community based organizations providing services to victims of sexual assault or
domestic violence.

V. POSSE VOLUNTEERS

MCSO shall provide posse members with the training and support necessary to ensure
that they are productive members of an effective and constitutional police force. To achievethis

outcome, MCSO shall develop and implement the following:
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123. MCSO shall ensurethat al current and new posse volunteers are qualified to assist
MCSO. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop standards of qualification
for posse volunteers that shall reflect Arizona POST qualifications for sworn deputies.
124,  MCSO shall disbhand and discontinue the operation of all immigration posses.
125. MCSO policies shall prohibit the participation of posse membersin crime suppression
operations, worksite raids, and immigration-related law enforcement activities.
126. MCSO shall requirethat all posse volunteers operate under the direct supervision of
MCSO deputies.
127. MCSO shal require posse volunteers to report to their supervisor or internal affairs any
misconduct that they observe or learn about. The presumptive penalty for failing to report
misconduct is the permanent loss of posse privileges.
128.  Within 90 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall ensure that all posse volunteers
receive 24 hours of initial training. Posse volunteer training shall include components related to:

a) bias-freepolicing;

b) community/problem solving policing;

c) ethics, including preventing and reporting misconduct and peer intervention;

d) report writing; and

€) recognizing, documenting, and responding to allegations of misconduct received in the

field.
129. Posse members shall be prohibited from carrying or using any weapon (including

firearms, batons, ECWSs, and O.C. sprays) while working for or with MCSO unless they have
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been fully trained on use of force and fully qualified to use any weapon to be carried or used.
Full qualification for Posse membersis the same as full qualification for sworn MCSO officers.
130. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement a posse
equipment policy. MCSO’s posse equipment policy shall:

a) ensurethat posse volunteer uniforms are clearly distinguishable from uniforms worn by

MCSO sworn deputies,

b) ensurethat vehicles used by posse volunteers during MCSO-sanctioned activities are

clearly distinguishable from vehicles owned and operated by sworn deputies; and

c) establish guidelines allowing for the tracking of MCSO equipment issued to posse

volunteers.
131. MCSO shall develop a Posse Volunteer Activity Log for use by volunteer posse
members. Volunteer posse members shall be required to adequately memorialize MCSO
sanctioned activity in the Log and submit the Log to aMCSO supervisor at the end of each shift.
132.  Within one year of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement a
performance eval uation system for posse volunteers. Posse volunteers shall be evaluated on a bi-
annual basis by their immediate supervisor, and the evaluations shall be used to determine
whether a posse volunteer shall continue to work with MCSO.

A. Performance Metricsfor Posse Volunteer Reforms

133. Inorder to ensure that MCSO'’ s posse volunteer program is conducted in accordance with
the Constitution and laws of the United States and State of Arizona, and to assess the

effectiveness of MCSO posse volunteer reforms, the Monitor shall assess MCSO's progressin

58



Case 2:07-cv-02513-GMS Document 580-4 Filed 06/13/13 Page 60 of 129

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL—-FOR NEGOTIATION PURPOSESONLY
PROPOSED AGREEMENT

PREPARED BY UNITED STATES-02/26/12

implementing these provisions and the effectiveness of these reforms. To do so, the Monitor’s
assessment shall include the following metrics and trends:

a) deployment and use of posse volunteers,

b) civilian complaints regarding posse volunteers;

c) rateof complaintsthat are sustained, overall and by type; geographic area; type of

operation; effectuating unit; and demographic category;

d) performance evaluations of posse volunteers,

e) administrative and criminal charges and tort claims related to posse volunteers; and

f) qualitative reviews of supervisory assessments of posse volunteers.

VI. JAIL OPERATIONS

MCSO shall establish alanguage access plan, policy, and set of procedures that articulate
clear guidelines and protocols to ensure that all personnel assigned to work in or for MCSO’ s jall
facilities (“MCSO jail personnel”) take reasonable steps to provide LEP persons with timely and
meaningful accessto al MCSO jail classes, programs, and other benefits and services. These
guidelines shall be designed to ensure that MCSO jail personnel do not discriminate against LEP
individual s because of their limited English proficiency or national origin or any other basis
articulated in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. MCSO further shall ensure that all
inmates are treated without bias based on race, color, ethnicity, national origin, gender, or any
other demographic category, and in accordance with the Constitution, laws of the United States
and State of Arizona, MCSO policy and this Agreement, and with best practices and current
professional standards. To achieve this outcome, MCSO shall develop and implement the

following:
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A. L anguage Assistance

134. MCSOjail personnel shall provide qualified, free, and timely language assistance to LEP
individuals whom they encounter or whenever an LEP person requests language services. This
obligation encompasses arrestees, inmates, visitors, family members, parents and guardians of
juvenileinmates, as well as members of the general public. It isthe responsibility of MCSO, and
not the LEP person, to ensure that communication between the LEP person and MCSO is not
impaired because the person is LEP.
135. MCSO shall develop and implement written policy consistent with Title VI and this
Aqgreement.
136. MCSO shall createaLAU to handle all language access needs and oversee compliance
with the MCSO language access policy and plan. The LAU’ sresponsibilities shall include the
following:

a) addressing al interpretation and translation needs raised by supervisors from MCSO jail

units and departments;

b) overseeing contracts with telephonic interpretation companies,

C) overseeing contracts with interpretation and translation companies;

d) establishing and enforcing assessment and quality control standards for bilingual jail

personnel, MCSO Authorized Interpreters (“MCSOAI”), and contract providers,

€) ensuring that capacity needs are met;

f) identifying, and working with appropriate officials to obtain, the technology and

apparatus necessary to effectively execute the language access plan;
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g) monitoring facility, MCSO-wide, and county demographics so that language capacity
keeps up with changing needs;
h) ensuring optimal bilingual and MCSOAI staffing levels commensurate with language
needs;
i) designing training curricula and executing trainings, in conjunction with other personnel
asrequired;
J) designing logging, data entry, record keeping, and identification systems as discussed in
the language access plan and herein; and
k) establishing a complaint process to address complaints related to language services.
137. MCSO shall appoint ahigh-level supervisor to overseethe LAU. MCSO shall establish a
reporting structure whereby the LAU and its supervisor report to the MCSO Headquarters
Language Access Coordinator, who, in turn, reports directly to the Chief Deputy.
138. MCSO shall provide MCSO jail personnel, inmates, and members of the public (through
its website and other means) contact information for the LAU and describe the duties of the
LAU.
139. MCSO shall require that the LAU submit an annual report of any complaints submitted to
the unit and steps taken to resolve any such complaints.

B. | dentification of L EP Individuals

140. All intake and other jail personnel who have contact with inmates or the public during the
conduct of jail operations (including visitation) shall, upon initial contact, immediately determine
whether an individua is LEP. Jail personnel shall use all necessary methods to ascertain LEP

status, including asking open-ended questions requiring a narrative response. Where an
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individua is unable to provide afluent narrative response in English, he or she shall be deemed
LEP.
141. While determining and documenting L EP status and primary language of inmatesisthe
responsibility of jail intake staff, all jail personnel are responsible for ensuring that language
access needs are met. Assuch, all jail personnel shall be familiar with, and responsible for,
identifying LEP individuals and updating/correcting LEP status and language needs.
142. All intake and other personnel who have made an initial determination that an individual
is LEP shall avoid making assumptions about an inmate’ s primary language and should identify
the LEP person’s primary language using one or more of the following commonly-used methods,
in order of priority:
a) Self-identification by the LEP individua (i.e., if theindividual is able to communicate
the language that he or she speaks);
b) Language identification cards (e.g., “| Speak Cards’), which invite LEP personsto
identify their primary language. MCSO deputies and other employees who may have contact
with LEP persons shall be provided access to language identification cards at intake,
classification, transportation, and housing. An example of such a card from the U.S. Census

Bureau is available on the internet at: www.lep.gov/l Speak Cards2004.pdf;

c) Languageidentification posters, which invite LEP personsto identify their primary
language. These posters shall be placed at the 4th Avenue Central Intake, in the 4th Avenue
Holding Tanks next to the Language Access Policy, in the Holding Tanks at each of the

housing facilities, in the Self-Surrender facility, in all visitation waiting areas, and at
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visitation counters. Theinformation from such posters may be available through atelephonic

interpretation service;

d) Verification of language by MCSO hilingual jail personnel;

e) Veification by MCSOAI; and

f) Through use of atelephonic interpretation service.
143. MCSO shall make determinations of LEP status and primary language in atimely
manner, to ensure that LEP individuals are not subject to longer processing times as compared to
non-LEP inmates.
144. If aninmate has been identified as LEP and the primary language has been ascertained by
an arresting agency, MCSO jail personnel at Central Intake will confirm the inmate’s primary
language.

C. Documenting L anquage Needs

145. MCSO shal enter each individua’s primary language in the Jail Management System
database under the primary language field.

146. MCSO shall ensure that theinmate’ s primary language appears on al inmate rosters.
147. MCSO shal require intake deputies to write each individual’ s primary language on his or
her Facility card. In addition, MCSO intake personnel shall identify the LEP inmate's primary
language on the wristband used for inmate identification, so that deputies can read the inmate's
language on the wristband.

148. MCSO shal require al jail personnel to review this process and update inmate language

needs information if the inmate' s primary language is missing or inaccurate.

63



Case 2:07-cv-02513-GMS Document 580-4 Filed 06/13/13 Page 65 of 129

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL—-FOR NEGOTIATION PURPOSESONLY
PROPOSED AGREEMENT

PREPARED BY UNITED STATES-02/26/12

D. Jail Personndl Accessto Primary L anguage | nfor mation

149. MCSO shall ensurethat al jail personnel have access to the daily inmate rosters for those
inmates with whom they may interact (housing rosters, transportation rosters, etc.).

150. MCSO shall ensurethat jail personnel are trained to check the wristbands identifying
LEP inmates to ensure that communication is occurring in the inmate’ s primary language.

E. Assessment of Jail Personnel Competency to Perform L anguage Assistance

151. Jail personnel who self-identify as bilingual and agree to serve as interpreters and/or
translators and those hired into the MCSOAI position shall demonstrate proficiency in and
ability to communicate information accurately in both English and the other language.
Proficiency requires knowledge of terminology (including special terminology used in the
corrections context); vocabulary; accuracy; grammatical correctness; pronunciation; enunciation;
intonation; attentive listening; information retention; ability to follow directions; the role of the
interpreter (including confidentiality and conflict of interest); presentation and delivery;
customer service skills; and professional demeanor. The LAU shall set alevel of qualification
based on these requirements and certify individuals who meet that level. Certified individuals
will be deemed MCSO hilingual jail personnel or MCSOAI. MCSO shall retain all test scores
and copies of certificates in employee personnel files.

152. MCSO shall create alist of certified bilingual jail personnel for distribution throughout
itsfacilities. Thelist shall include the name of the individual, days and shifts that the individual
works, the individual’s duty station(s), and contact information. MCSO shall update the list at

least once amonth to reflect jail personnel member’ s decertification, personnel changes
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(including additions to the list, shift in duty station, change in shift worked, change in contact
information, etc.), or other changes.
153. MCSO shall permit bilingual jail personnel members who wish to discontinue their
designation as language service providers the opportunity to do so.

F. Use of Inmatesto Trandlate or I nterpret

154. MCSO shall not use inmates to provide language assistance absent exigent circumstances
or upon the express affirmative request of the LEP inmate. MCSO personnel shall not encourage
inmates to use other inmates as translators.

155. MCSO shall document all uses of inmates as translators or interpreters, including a
description of the circumstances of such use. Supervisors shall review each instance in which a
subordinate used an inmate to provide language assistance, and submit documentation of these
instances to the LAU for further review. The LAU supervisor shall determineif inmate use was
appropriate under the circumstances.

G. Written Trandslations

156. The LAU shall be responsible for al translation needs, including:
a) identifying vita documents;
b) identifying and determining languages into which vital documents should be translated;
c) procuring qualified translators to accomplish trandlation of vital documents;
d) monitoring quality of translated documents,
€) enforcing protocols for accurate translation of documents;
f) reviewing complaintsrelated to quality of translations;

g) distributing translated forms and documents; and
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h) ensuring that the supply of translated documents meets the demand.
157. MCSO shal use MCSO hilingual jail personnel, MCSOALI, or qualified contract
translators for the translation of documents. MCSO shall ensure that the LAU documents the
names of the forms that have been translated (including the version that was trand ated),
trandlators’ names, date of translation, and language of translation.
158. MCSO shall ensurethat the LAU conducts periodic assessments, at least annually, to
ensure that all vital documents are trandlated. At minimum, vital documents shall include the
introductory paragraph of this Section, the Inmate Rules and Regulations (“Rules’),
announcements of classes and programs, any additional rules and notices posted in the MCSO
jails, Inmate Request Form (Tank Order), Inmate Medical Request Form (Medical Tank Order),
Inmate Grievance Form, Institutional Grievance Appeal Form, External Grievance Appea Form,
Inmate Legal Services Request Form, Disciplinary Appea Form, Inmate Visitation Form, and
Canteen and Commissary offerings and order forms.
159. MCSO shall require a second translator to perform a“second check” on each translated
vital document.
160. All vital documents shall be trandated into Spanish and any other language rising to the
level of 5% of MCSO's overall inmate population.
161. Anytimeavita document is updated, MCSO shall issue that document simultaneously in
English and Spanish and shall translate that document within 15 business days into any other
required language.
162. The Rules shall be revised and translated to include the introductory paragraph to this

Section.
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163. MCSO shall ensure that inmates receive the Rules in the appropriate language. If an
inmate’ s primary language is alanguage other than English or Spanish and the Rules are not
available in that language, MCSO shall ensure that MCSO bilingua jail personnel, MCSOALI, or
aqualified interpreter or translator conveys all of the key information contained in the Rules
using sight translation. MCSO shall prepare, for this purpose, an English language document
outlining the key information contained in the Rules. MCSO shall ensure that this sight
tranglation occurs within 48 hours of an inmate’s entering a housing facility.
164. MCSO shal post trandated postings (such as visitation rules and other documents)
alongside the English versions of those materials. MCSO shall ensure that vital documents are
distributed to LEP inmates in their primary language as required.
165. MCSO shdl instruct jail personnel that forms, requests, or any other document may be
submitted by an inmate in the inmate’ s designated language. MCSO shall not reject forms and
documents because of the language in which they are submitted, including in situations where an
LEP inmate submits aform in English. MCSO shall instruct jail personnel to advise LEP
inmates who submit formsin English that they have the option of submitting formsin their
primary language.
166. MCSO shal ensure translation of al forms and other written documents submitted by
inmates in Spanish during the shift submitted, or if submitted in the last four hours of a shift, by
the end of the next shift. Formsor other written documents in other languages should be
trandlated within 48 hours.
167. MCSO shall ensure that, upon receiving aform or written document in alanguage other

than English, jail personnel will seek aMCSO bilingual officer or MCSOALI to trans ate the form
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or document as soon as possible within the shift submitted. If it is obvious that the form isnot to
be addressed by the housing detention officer on duty (e.g., Medical Inmate Request forms,
Grievances, Library, Religious Services, etc.), the detention officer may forward the form
without trandlating it.
168. MCSO shall ensure that any non-housing unit personnel in receipt of aform or written
document in alanguage other than English complies with LEP policy and have the form or
document translated within the shift in which it was received. Such personnel shall seek a
MCSO hilingual officer or MCSOALI to trandate. For grievance forms, the supervisor reviewing
the form shall request atranslation from a MCSOAI who does not supervise or work with any
officer named in the grievance.

H. Oral language assistance for inmates

169. MSCO shall ensure language services for each shift, through adequate staffing of all
shifts with bilingual jail personnel, MCSOAI, and/or qualified contract interpreters, and/or by
providing for immediate tel ephonic language assistance, or some combination of these measures.
Adequate staffing presumes enough access to MCSO bilingua jail personnel, MCSOAI,
qgualified contract interpreters, and/or telephonic interpretation, such that detention officers do
not need to use inmates or MCSO hilingual jail personnel from another house or housing unit to
provide language assistance. Staffing needs and contract and telephonic interpretation capacity
should be coordinated with the LAU.

170. MCSO shall ensure that all announcements in housing facilities, transportation, and
escort are made in both English and Spanish. If available, an officer may use a pre-recorded

announcement that is consistent with the English announcement. If a pre-recorded
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announcement is unavailable, MCSO must ensure that bilingual jail personnel, MCSOAI,
qualified contract interpreters, or atelephonic interpretation service timely interprets the
announcement in the non-English language. MCSO shall ensure that, at the beginning of each
shift or as soon as practicable after the start of a shift, shift supervisors and detention officers
assess the language needs of inmatesin their charge and identify the necessary language
assistance services in order to facilitate interpretation of all communication, including
announcements, such as group announcements and those pertaining to rule modifications,
visitors, or other matters.
171. MCSO shall ensure that transportation detention officers and deputies have radio or
telephonic access to MCSO hilingual jail personnel, MCSOAI, and/or atelephonic interpretation
service at al times.
172. MCSO shal implement specific shift procedures to facilitate oral language and other
language assistance, including ensuring that:
a) shift supervisors, at the beginning of each shift, review inmate rosters to determine the
language needs of inmates, and require detention officers on the shift to do the same;
b) shift supervisorsinform detention officers at the beginning of each shift to immediately
notify their supervisor in the event that the detention officer encounters an inmate whose
language needs are not correctly identified in the roster and/or wristband,;
c) shift supervisors, at the beginning of each shift, identify available bilingual jail personnel,
MCSOAI, and/or qualified contract interpreters to assist with the language needs of LEP
inmates during the shift. MCSO shall ensure that supervisors communicate to personnel on

the shift the names of the individuals to be used for language needs during the shift.
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d) jail personnel on each shift have immediate access to atelephonic interpretation service
if bilingual jail personnel, MCSOALI, or qualified contract interpreters are not immediately
available to assist. Jail personnel shall be trained on obtaining immediate access to
telephonic interpretation; and
e) shift sergeants facilitate and supervise the transfer of tasks and duties as necessary in all
instances where MCSO jail personnel are diverted to language assistance tasks.

l. Contacts of a Medical Nature

173.  For any contacts with LEP individuals of amedical nature, MCSO shall ensure that
Correctional Health Services staff isimmediately informed of any language assistance needs.

J. | nmate Classes, Programs, and Other Services

174. MCSO shall ensure that inmate classes, services, and programs are available to LEP
inmates at a frequency commensurate with the number of individuals who speak agiven
language in each housing unit. MCSO shall keep arecord of all scheduled classes, services, and
programs, and the language in which they were conducted, by having the housing officer
document the event in the online journa system and by keeping attendance lists from all
scheduled classes, services, and programs. A copy of attendance lists at non-English language
offerings shall be provided to the LAU.

K. Grievances

175. MCSO shall accept grievances and grievance appeals in any language, and ensure that
they are addressed in atimely manner, regardless of the language in which the grievance was

submitted. MCSO shall schedule and conduct grievance hearings with LEP inmates using a
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MCSOAI or aqualified contract interpreter. MCSO shall document the type of language
assistance provided on al grievance-related reports, and provide this documentation to the LAU.

L. Disciplinary Action

176. MCSO shall prohibit the practice of imposing pod restrictions and other inmate
disciplinary or retaliatory measures because of alanguage accessissue. If language barriers
prevent an inmate from understanding instructions being provided to him or her, a detention
officer may not discipline the pod, dorm, or the inmate for the lack of understanding.

177. For al communication relating to adisciplinary action, MCSO shall ensure that jail
personnel use aMCSO hilingual officer, MCSOAI or telephonic interpretation. MCSO shall
ensure that the method of language assistance provided is documented on all related reports.

M.  Vistors

178. MCSO shall provide al Spanish-speaking LEP visitors with language-appropriate
visitation forms. MCSO shall ensure that jail personnel use aMCSO bilingual officer or
MCSOALI to translate non-English language information on a visitation request form.

179. MCSO shall ensure that such trand ation occurs within a reasonable amount of time,
giving consideration to LEP visitors who may lose visitation time because of translation delays.
Under no circumstances shall an LEP visitor be turned away from visitation because either
MCSO bilingual jail personnel or MCSOAI are unavailable to translate aform.

180. MCSO shall usetelephonic interpretation services for visitors who speak alanguage for
which no language-appropriate forms and/or timely translation services are available on-site, to
permit the LEP visitor to orally convey the written information to the telephonic interpreter, who

shall, in turn, interpret the visitor’ s statements to MCSO personnel.
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181. MCSO shall post language identification postersin visitation waiting areas and counters.
182.  Under no circumstances shall aminor child be used to interpret the communication
between MCSO jail personnel and avisitor or inmate.
183. MCSO shall trandate into Spanish the portions of its website that provide information
relevant to family, friends, and visitors of inmates.

N. Telephonic | nterpretation Services

184. MCSO shall equip housing units, as well as other MCSO jail units and departments that
interact with inmates, arrestees, and/or the public, with the apparatus necessary to obtain timely
telephonic interpretation assistance.

185. MCSO shall set forth procedures to permit personnel to timely access telephonic
interpretation assistance.

186. The LAU shall incorporate detailed training, with step-by-step instructions on accessing
telephonic interpretation, into its language access training.

187. MCSO shall ensure that personnel using telephonic interpretation services submit
appropriate documentation of the use of the service to his or her supervisor following completion
of the call. The LAU shall maintain copies of all such documentation.

188. MCSO shall ensurethat al shift supervisors log the use of telephonic interpretation at the
end of each shift, and submit the log to their supervisors, with a copy to the LAU. The log shall
include the name of the inmate for whom the interpretation service was used, the language in
which the service was provided, the nature of the interaction, the duration of the call, and

whether there were any problems using the service.
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189. MCSO shall ensure that interactions interpreted through use of telephonic interpretation
are accorded the same degree of confidentiality as in-person interactions. As such,
communications of aconfidential nature that are normally conducted outside the presence of
other inmates or jail personnel, when conducted telephonically, shall involve the same degree of
privacy (viadual handsets, a private room, or other methods).

0. Notification and Outreach

190. MCSO shall post the introductory paragraph of this Section in English and Spanish side-
by-side throughout MCSO facilities, including, but not limited to, the 4th Avenue Central Intake
area, 4th Avenue Holding Tanks, Facility Holding Tanks, the Self Surrender Facility, Housing
Facilities, Facility Lobby and Visitor Area, and on the MCSO website. MCSO also shall post
language identification posters alongside the introductory paragraph postings.

P. Complaint Procedures

191. MCSO shal set forth alanguage access complaint processin its LEP policy and plan.
MCSO shall describe the language access complaint process in the Inmate Rules and
Regulations, and post information about the complaint process prominently on its website.
Language access complaints, including public complaints and inmate grievances, shall be
directed tothe LAU. The LAU shall log all complaints, contemplated next steps, individuals
responsible for executing the steps, outcomes of investigation, and the response provided to the
complaining party, together with the date on which the response was provided.

192. The LAU shall share personnel-related complaints with supervisors who oversee the

personnel concerned. The LAU, together with the appropriate supervisor and other appropriate
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parties, shall beinvolved in all aspects of investigating personnel-related language access
complaints.

Q. Supervisory Responsibility

193. MCSO supervisors are responsible for reviewing al logs, records, reports, and other data
referenced in this section; overseeing jail personnel implementation of language access
responsibilities; reviewing complaints related to subordinates execution of language access
duties; addressing deficiencies; raising any concerns with both the jail personnel concerned, the
supervisor’s own chain of command, and the LAU; and documenting in jail personnel
performance eva uations any departures from the policy and plan and deficienciesin
performance. Supervisors shall route all logs, records, reports, and other data referenced in this
section to the LAU. Investigations and remedial measures related to deficient execution of
language access responsibilities shall be carried out in conjunction with the LAU.

R. Training

194.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, al MCSO jail personnel shall receive four hours
of training on the provisions of this section, and the MCSO language access policy and plan
including, training on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, identifying LEP status;
identifying primary language; documenting, logging, and reporting requirements; accessing
language assistance in various settings; ethical requirements of interpretation and trandlation; the
duties and functions of the LAU; chains of command and reporting structures for language
access functions; and cultural sensitivity and the provision of bias-free detention services. All

new detention officers shall receive thisinformation as part of their Academy Training and other
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jail personnel as a part of any new employee orientation or training. Annually, al MCSO
personnel shall receive two hours of language access training.

S. Consultation, Monitoring, and Updating

195. MCSO shall develop aprocess of consultation with representatives of LEP communities,
consular officias, the court system, law enforcement agencies, the school system (particularly
programs dealing with English language learners and LEP parent communications), and
representatives of inmates and detainees to include review of:
a) implementation of this plan, including areas of possible collaboration to assure its
effectiveness,
b) annual assessment of LEP populations MCSO may encounter, with aview to
determining whether MCSO should enhance or modify language access practices, provide
system-wide access in additional languages, recruit additional bilingual jail personnel,
MCSOALI, and contract interpreters and tranglators, and other matters as appropriate; and
C) concerns, ideas, and strategies for ensuring language access within the MCSO.

T. Other General Provisions

196. MCSO shall comply in all respects with the nondiscrimination requirements of Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. While Latino inmates comprise a significant percentage of
MCSO’s inmate population, MCSO shall not discriminate against indigenous, African American,
Asian, Caucasian, or any other inmates on the bases of race, color, and national origin.

VIlI. SUPERVISION

MCSO and the County shall ensure that an adequate number of qualified first-line

supervisors are deployed in the field to provide the close and effective supervision necessary to
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ensure that deputies are following the Constitution, laws of the United States and the State of
Arizona, MCSO policy and this Agreement. First-line supervisors shall ensure that deputies are
policing actively and effectively, are provided with the instruction necessary to correct mistakes,
and are held accountable for misconduct. To achieve these outcomes, MCSO shall develop and
implement the following:

A. Duties of Supervisors

197. MCSO supervisors shall, and shall be held accountable for, providing the close and
effective supervision necessary to direct and guide deputies. Close and effective supervision
requires that supervisors:. respond to the scene of certain arrests; review each arrest report;
respond to the scene of uses of force; investigate each use of force; confirm the accuracy and
completeness of deputies’ Daily Activity Reports; respond to each complaint of misconduct;
ensure deputies are working actively to engage the community and increase public trust and
safety; provide counseling, redirection, support to deputies as needed, and are held accountable
for performing each of these duties.

198. Within 120 days of the Effective Date, al operationa field deputies (including District
patrol, task force, district investigative unit, and narcotics unit deputies) shall be assigned to a
single, consistent, clearly identified supervisor. Supervisors shall be assigned to and shall
actually work the same days and hours as the deputies they are assigned to supervise, absent
unusual circumstances.

199. Within 120 days of the Effective Date, first-line field supervisors shall be assigned to

supervise no more than six deputies. On-duty field supervisors shall be available throughout
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thelir shift to respond to the field to provide supervision to deputies under their direct command
and, as needed, to provide supervisory assistance to other units.
200. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement a program to
identify and train acting field supervisors who can fill-in, on atemporary, as-needed basis, for
assigned supervisors who are on vacation, in training, ill, or otherwise temporarily unavailable.
MCSO shall ensure consistent supervision by acting supervisors for supervisors who are on
extended leave, and shall reassign deputies to a new permanent non-acting supervisor when the
currently assigned supervisor has been or is expected to be absent for longer than six weeks.
201. District Commanders and platoon lieutenants shall closely and effectively supervise the
deputies under their command. All MCSO Commanders and supervisors shall that all
supervisors and deputies under their command comply with MCSO policy, state and federa law,
and the requirements of this Agreement.
202. MCSO shadl hold commanders and supervisors directly accountable for the quality and
effectiveness of their supervision, including whether commanders and supervisors identify and
effectively respond to misconduct, as part of their performance eva uations and through non-
disciplinary corrective action, or through the initiation of formal investigation and the
disciplinary process, as appropriate.

B. Supervisor and Command Level Training

203. MCSO shall develop and implement mandatory supervisory training for all new
supervisors of no less than 16 hours, which shall be completed prior to assuming supervisory
responsibilities or, for current MCSO supervisors, within 180 days of the Effective Date of this

Agreement. In addition to thisinitial supervisory training, MCSO shall require each supervisor
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to complete at least 4 hours of supervisor-specific training annually thereafter. In-service

training for supervisors, including commanders, shall provide necessary updates and refreshers,

aswell astraining in new skills.

204. MCSO's supervisory training program shall include instruction in the following topics:

C.

d) techniques for effectively guiding and directing deputies, and promoting effective and
constitutional police practices;

€) de-escalating conflict, including peer intervention when necessary;

f) evauation of written reports, including what constitutes a fact-based description, and how
to identify conclusory, “canned,” or perfunctory language that is not supported by specific
facts;

0) investigating officer uses of force;

h) responding to and investigating allegations of officer misconduct;

1) operation of supervisory tools such as EIS, mobile recording equipment and AVL,;

J) burdens of proof, interview techniques, and the factors to consider when evaluating officer,
complainant or witness credibility, to ensure that investigative findings, conclusions, and
recommendations are unbiased, uniform and legally appropriate;

k) evaluating officer performance as part of MCSO'’ s annua performance evaluation system;
1) building community partnerships and guiding deputies on same;

m) incorporating integrity-related datainto COMSTAT reporting.

Early | dentification System

205. MCSO shall develop, implement and maintain an EIS to support the effective supervision

and management of MCSO deputies and employees, including the identification of and response
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to potentially problematic behaviors as early as possible. MCSO will regularly use EIS datato
promote ethical and professional police practices; to manage risk and liability; and to evaluate
the performance of MCSO employees across al ranks, units and shifts.
206. Within 90 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall create a unit, which shall include at
least one full-time-equivalent qualified information technology specidist, to facilitate the
devel opment, implementation, and maintenance of the EIS. MCSO shall ensure that thereis
sufficient additional staff to facilitate EIS datainput and provide training and assistance to EIS
users. This unit may be housed within IA.
207. MCSO shall develop and implement a protocol setting out which fields shall include
historical data; deadlines for inputting data related to current and new information; and the
individuals responsible for capturing and inputting data.
208. MCSO shal develop and implement a protocol for using the EIS and information
obtained from it. The protocol for using the EIS shall address data storage, dataretrieval,
reporting, data analysis, pattern identification, identifying deputies for intervention, supervisory
use, supervisory/agency intervention, documentation and audit. Among protocol requirements
MCSO shall include:

a) comparative data analysis, including peer group analysis, to identify patterns of activity by

individual deputies and groups of deputies;

b) MCSO commander and supervisor review, on aregular basis, but not less than bi-weekly,

of EIS reports regarding each officer under the commander or supervisor’s direct command

and, at least quarterly, broader, pattern-based reports.
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¢) MCSO commanders and supervisors to initiate, implement, and assess the effectiveness of
interventions for individual deputies, supervisors, and units, based on assessment of the
information contained in the EIS.
d) require an array of intervention options to facilitate an effective response to identified
problems. Interventions may take the form of counseling or training, or of other supervised,
monitored, and documented action plans and strategies designed to modify activity. MCSO
shall seek the services of mental health professionals and others to ensure that interventions
are appropriate and effective. All interventions will be documented in writing and entered
into the automated system;
e) specify that the decision to order an intervention for an employee or group using EIS data
shall include peer group analysis, including consideration of the nature of the employee’'s
assignment, and not solely on the number or percentages of incidents in any category of
information recorded in the EIS;
f) prompt review by MCSO commanders and supervisors of the EIS system records of all
deputies upon transfer to their supervision or command,
g) evauation of MCSO commanders and supervisors based on their appropriate use of the
EIS to enhance effective and ethical policing and reduce risk; and
h) mechanisms to ensure monitored and secure access to the EIS to ensure the integrity,
proper use, and appropriate confidentiaity of the data.

209. TheEIS shal include a computerized relational database, which shall be used to collect,

maintain, integrate, and retrieve:

a) all uses of force, including critical firearm discharges, both on-duty and off-duty;
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b) the number of ECW unitsin use and the number of canisters of chemical spray used by
deputies;
c¢) each canine officer’s canine bite ratio;
d) al injuries to personsin custody, including in-custody deaths;
e) al instancesin which force is used and a subject is charged with resisting an officer,
interfering with alaw enforcement investigation, disorderly conduct, or similar charges,
f) al misconduct complaints (and their dispositions);
g) data compiled under the stop data collection mechanism;
h) al criminal proceedingsinitiated, aswell asal civil or administrative claims filed with,
and all civil lawsuits served upon, the County and/or its deputies or agents, resulting from
MCSO operations or the actions of MCSO personnel;
i) al judicial proceedings involving domestic disputes, including domestic violence,
protective orders, divorce, or child custody;
]) al vehicle pursuits and traffic collisions involving MCSO equipment;
k) al loss or theft of MCSO property or equipment in the custody of the employee, including
currency, firearms, force instruments, and identification cards;
[) al arrests without probable cause or in which the individual was released from custody
without formal charges being sought;
m) al investigatory stops and/or searches found to be unsupported by reasonable suspicion or
probable cause, as appropriate;

n) all interviews or interrogations in violation of MCSO policy;
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0) al instancesin which MCSO isinformed by a prosecuting authority that a declination to

prosecute any crime was based, in whole or in part, upon concerns about the credibility of an

MCSO employee or that a motion to suppress evidence was granted on the grounds of a

constitutional violation by an MCSO employee;

p) all disciplinary action taken against employees;

g) al non-disciplinary corrective action required of employees,

r) all awards and commendations received by employees;

s) training history, including firearm qualification and other weapon certifications, for each

employee;

t) sick leave usage; and

u) bi-weekly supervisory observations of each employee under the supervisor’s direct

command.
210. TheEIS shall include appropriate identifying information for each involved employee
(i.e., name, badge number, shift and supervisor) and civilian (e.g., race, ethnicity, national origin
and gender).
211. MCSO shal maintain computer hardware, including servers, terminals and other
necessary equipment, in sufficient amount and in good working order to permit personnel,
including supervisors and commanders, ready and secure access to the EIS system to permit
timely input and review of EIS data as necessary to comply with the requirements of this
Aqgreement.
212. MCSO shall maintain al personally identifiable information about an officer included in

the EISfor at least five years following the officer’ s separation from the agency. Information
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necessary for aggregate statistical analysis will be maintained indefinitely in the EIS. On an
ongoing basis, MCSO will enter information into the EIS in atimely, accurate, and complete
manner, and shall maintain the datain a secure and confidential manner. No individual within
MCSO shall have access to individually identifiable information that is maintained only within
EIS and is about an officer not within that individual’ s direct command, except as necessary for
investigative, technological, or auditing purposes.
213.
214. The EIS computer program and computer hardware will be operational, fully
implemented, and be used in accordance with policies and protocols that incorporate the
requirements of this Agreement within 365 days of the Effective Date. Prior to full
implementation of the new EIS, MCSO will continue to use existing databases and resources to
the fullest extent possible, to identify patterns of conduct by employees or groups of deputies.
215. MCSO will providetraining to all employees, including deputies, supervisors and
commanders regarding EIS prior to its implementation as required to facilitate proper
understanding and use of the system. MCSO supervisors shall be trained in and required to use
EIS to ensure that each supervisor has a complete and current understanding of the employees
under the supervisor’s command. Commanders and supervisors shall be trained in evaluating
and making appropriate comparisons in order to identify any significant individual or group
patterns. Following the initial implementation of the EIS, and as experience and the availability
of new technology may warrant, MCSO may propose to add, subtract, or modify data tables and

fields, modify the list of documents scanned or electronically attached, and add, subtract, or
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modify standardized reports and queries. MCSO will submit all such proposals for review and
approval of the Monitor and DOJ before implementation.

VI, MISCONDUCT COMPLAINT INTAKE, INVESTIGATION AND

ADJUDICATION

MCSO and the County shall ensure that the people of Maricopa County are encouraged
to report misconduct; all allegations of employee misconduct are received and fully and fairly
investigated; all investigative findings are supported by a preponderance of the evidence and
documented in writing; and that all employees who commit misconduct are held accountable
pursuant to a disciplinary system that isfair and consistent. To achieve these outcomes, MCSO
and the County shall develop and implement the following:

A. Reporting Misconduct

216. MCSO shal requirethat all personnel report alleged or apparent misconduct by other
MCSO personnel to asupervisor or directly to |A for review and investigation. Where apparent
misconduct is reported to a supervisor, the supervisor shall immediately document and report this
information to IA. Failureto report or document apparent misconduct or criminal behavior shall
be grounds for discipline, up to and including termination. The presumptive discipline for a
failure to report criminal behavior shall be termination.

B. Response to Internally Discovered | nfractions

217. MCSO shal develop and establish protocols requiring supervisors to take appropriate
disciplinary or non-disciplinary corrective action when the supervisor becomes aware of an
infraction committed by a deputy that is not reported from outside MCSO and does not require

an immediate IA notification (such as improper use of sick leave, improper éttire, etc.). The
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infraction and the supervisor’s response shall be reported to IA within five business days. 1A
shall review the report and supervisory response to determine whether additional investigation is
required and to evaluate the imposed discipline or corrective action to determine whether the
supervisory response was fair and consistent with MCSO disciplinary protocols.

C. Staffing, Selection and Training Requir ements

218. MCSO and the County shall ensure that a sufficient number of well-trained staff are
assigned and available to complete and review thorough and timely misconduct investigations.
MCSO and the County further shall ensure sufficient resources and equipment to conduct
thorough and timely criminal and administrative misconduct investigations.

219. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall review the staffing of 1A and ensure
that individuals currently serving as or who are selected for 1A possess excellent investigative
skills, areputation for integrity, the ability to write clear reports, and the ability to be fair and
objective. Deputies with a sustained complaint of, or who have been disciplined for, excessive
use of force, false arrest, unlawful search or seizure, sexual harassment, discrimination, or
dishonesty shall be presumptively ineligible from assignment to 1A.

220. Deputies shall berequired to serve arotation in 1A to be eligible for promotion to the
rank of Lieutenant or higher.

221.  All personnel conducting MCSO deputy misconduct investigations, whether assigned to
|A or elsewhere, shall receive at least eight hours of initial training in conducting deputy
misconduct investigations within 180 days of the Effective Date, and shall receive at least four

hours of in-servicetraining each year. Thistraining shal include instructionin:
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V) investigative skills, including proper interrogation and interview techniques; gathering
and objectively analyzing evidence; surveillance; data and case management; the particular
challenges of administrative police misconduct investigations, including identifying aleged
misconduct that is not clearly stated in the complaint; properly weighing credibility of
civilian witnesses against deputies; using objective evidence to resolve inconsistent
statements; the proper application of the preponderance of the evidence standard; relevant
state, local, and federal law, including state employment law related to deputies and the
rights of public employees, aswell as criminal law rules such as those set out in Garrity v.
New Jersey, 385 U.S. 493 (1967), and Brady v. Maryland, 373 U. S. 83 (1963).
222. Within one year of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop a plan for conducting
regular, targeted, and random integrity audit checks, or “sting” operations to identify and
investigate deputies engaging in at-risk behavior, including: unlawful stops, searches, and/or
seizures (including false arrests); discriminatory policing; failure to take a complaint; and failure
to report misconduct or complaints.

D. Complaint Information

223. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, the County and MCSO shall develop and
implement a program to ensure broad knowledge throughout the Maricopa County community
about how to make misconduct complaints, and the availability of effective mechanisms for
making misconduct complaints. The requirements below shall be incorporated into this program.
224.  The County and MCSO shall make complaint forms and informational materials,
including brochures and posters, available at appropriate government and non-government

properties, including, MCSO headquarters, District stations, MCSO and County websites,
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libraries, and community centers. Individuals shall be able to submit misconduct complaints
through the MCSO and County websites and these websites shall include complaint forms and
information regarding how to file misconduct complaints.
225. Atthelocationslisted above, MCSO shall post and maintain a permanent placard
describing the external complaint process that includes relevant contact information, such as
telephone numbers, email addresses, and Internet sites. MCSO will require all deputiesto carry
complaint forms, containing basic complaint information, in their agency vehicles at all times.
Deputies shall aso provide complaint forms and the deputy’ s name and badge number upon
request. If anindividual objectsto adeputy’ s conduct, that deputy will inform the individual of
his or her right to make a complaint and shall provide the complaint form, informational
brochure, and the deputy’ s name and identification number. If the individual indicates that he or
she would like to make a complaint, the deputy shall immediately inform his or her supervisor
who will immediately respond to the scene.
226. Complaint forms and related informational materials shall be made available and posted
in English and Spanish.

E. Complaint Intake, Classification, Assignment and Tracking

227. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall revise its complaint intake policy and
train all deputies and supervisorsonit. The policy and training will provide complaint materials
and information; the consequences for failing to take complaints; and strategies for turning

complaintsinto positive police-civilian interactions.
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228. Therefusa to accept a misconduct complaint, discouraging the filing of a misconduct
complaint, or providing false or misleading information about filing a misconduct complaint,
shall be grounds for discipline, up to and including termination.
229. MCSO shall accept all misconduct complaints, including anonymous and third-party
complaints, for review and investigation. Complaints may be made in writing or verbally, in
person or by mail, telephone (or TDD), facsimile, or electronic mail. Any LEP individual who
wishesto file a complaint about MCSO personnel shall be provided with a complaint formin the
appropriate language and such complaints will be investigated in accordance with the
Aqgreement.
230. All deputies and employees who receive a misconduct complaint in the field shall
immediately inform a supervisor of the misconduct complaint so that the supervisor can ensure
proper intake of the complaint. All misconduct complaints received outside of 1A shall be
forwarded to 1A before the end of the shift in which it was received.
231. MCSO shal ensure that alegations of deputy misconduct made by a Judge, that lead to
the suppression of evidence, or that survive a motion to dismiss during criminal prosecutions or
civil lawsuits are identified and investigated as misconduct complaints.
232. MCSO shall track, as a separate category of misconduct complaints, allegations that a
deputy hasin any way interfered with acivilian’s First Amendment right to observe, record,
and/or verbally comment on the performance of police duties, including by allegedly improperly
detaining or arresting individuals for interfering with alaw enforcement investigation, disorderly

conduct, or similar charges.
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233. MCSO shall track, as a separate category of misconduct complaints, allegations of
discriminatory policing, aong with demographic characteristics of the complainants. MCSO
shall ensure that complaints of discriminatory policing are captured and tracked appropriately,
even if the complainant does not specifically label the misconduct as such.
234.  Within 180 days of the Effective date, 1A shall develop and implement a centralized
numbering and tracking system for all misconduct complaints. Upon the receipt of a complaint,
|A shall promptly assign a unique numerical identifier to the complaint, which shall be provided
to the complainant at the time the complaint is made. Where a misconduct complaint is received
in the field, a supervisor shall obtain the unique numerical identifier and provide thisidentifier to
the complainant.
235. MCSO’s centralized numbering and tracking system shall maintain accurate and reliable
dataregarding the number, nature, and status of all misconduct complaints, from initial intake to
final disposition, including investigation timeliness and notification to the complainant of the
interim status and final disposition of the investigation. This system shall be used to determine
the status of complaints and to confirm that a complaint was received, as well asfor periodic
assessment of compliance with MCSO policies and procedures and this Agreement, including
reguirements on the timeliness of administrative investigations.
236. Where a supervisor receives amisconduct complaint in the field aleging that misconduct
has just occurred, the supervisor shall gather al relevant information and evidence and provide
thisinformation and evidence to IA. This information includes the names and contact
information for all complainants and witnesses, the names of all MCSO deputies and employees

on the scene at the time of the alleged misconduct, and any available physical evidence such as

89



Case 2:07-cv-02513-GMS Document 580-4 Filed 06/13/13 Page 91 of 129

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL—-FOR NEGOTIATION PURPOSESONLY
PROPOSED AGREEMENT

PREPARED BY UNITED STATES-02/26/12
voluntarily provided video or audio recordings, or documentation of the existence of such
recordings where the witness chooses not to provide the recording. The supervisor shall take
photographs of apparent injuries or the absence thereof.
237.  Within three business days of the receipt of a misconduct complaint, A shall determine
whether the complaint will be assigned to an Integrity Control Officer (“1CQO”) or supervisor for
aDisgtrict Level Investigation (“DLI") (depending upon the subject deputy’ s assignment),
retained by IA for investigation, and whether it will be investigated criminally.
238. MCSO shal develop and implement acomplaint classification protocol that is allegation-
based rather than anticipated outcome-based to guide I A in determining where a complaint
should be assigned. This complaint classification protocol shall ensure that |A investigates
allegations including:
a) serious misconduct, including but not limited to: criminal misconduct; unreasonable use
of force; discriminatory policing; false arrest or planting evidence; untruthfulness/false
statements; unlawful search; retaliation; sexual misconduct; domestic violence; and theft;
b) misconduct implicating the conduct of the supervisory or command leadership of the
subject deputy;
c) dlegationsthat may be subject to significant media or community scrutiny; and
d) allegationsthat any commander requests be conducted by IA rather than the subject
deputy’ s bureau.
239. Where MCSO or the County determines that an externally-generated complaint contains

no allegations of misconduct the complaint shall receive a disposition of “exonerated” or
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“unfounded” and include for tracking purposes an indication that it was a complaint regarding
service or otherwise contained no allegations of misconduct.
240. A misconduct complaint investigation may not be conducted by any deputy who used
force during the incident; whose conduct led to the injury of a person; who authorized the
conduct that led to the reported incident or complaint; or who was on the scene of the incident
leading to the allegation of misconduct.

F. I nvestigation Timeframe

241. All administrative DLIs shall be completed within 60 days of the receipt of the
complaint, including assignment, investigation, review, and final approval, unless granted an
extension by IA, in which case the investigation shall be completed in 90 days. All
administrative investigations conducted by A shall be completed within 60 days of the receipt of
the complaint, including assignment, investigation, review and final approval. Upon good cause
shown in writing, the Chief Deputy can grant a 30 day extension. Any additional extensions
must be authorized in 30 day intervals by the OIG. Where an alegation is sustained, MCSO
shall have 30 days to determine and impose the appropriate discipline. All administrative
investigations shall be subject to appropriate tolling periods as necessary to conduct a concurrent
criminal investigation or as provided by law.

G. Collection of Evidence

242. Investigations of deputy misconduct shall be as thorough as necessary to reach reliable
and complete findings. The misconduct complaint investigator shall interview each complainant
in person, absent extenuating circumstances, and this interview shall be recorded in its entirety,

absent specific, documented objection by the complainant. A MCSOAI not involved in the
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underlying complaint will be used when taking statements or conducting interviews of any LEP
complainant or witness. All deputies on the scene of an incident shall provide awritten
statement regarding the incident, even to state that they did not see or hear anything.
243. Wherethe aleged misconduct is particularly serious or information from a deputy or
other witness may be necessary to resolve an allegation, the investigator shall conduct an in-
person interview of the deputy or other withess. Each deputy, witness, and complainant shall be
interviewed separately.
244.  All deputy and civilian witness statements should be documented in their entirety,
including any statement that the witness saw or heard nothing. All interviews should be
recorded. All recordings shall be stored and maintained in a secure location within IA.
245.  MCSO shall require deputies to cooperate with administrative investigations, including
appearing for an interview when requested by a MCSO, County, or OIG investigator and
providing all requested documents and evidence. Supervisors shall be notified when a deputy
under their supervision is summoned as part of an administrative investigation and shall facilitate
the deputy’ s appearance, absent extraordinary and documented circumstances.
246. The subject deputy shall not be compelled to provide a statement to administrative
investigators where there is a potential criminal investigation or prosecution of the deputy, until
the remainder of the investigation has been completed, and after consultation with the criminal
investigative agency (e.g. County Attorney or U.S. Attorney’s Office) and the lA commander.
MCSO and the County Attorney’s office shall develop and implement protocols to ensure that
the criminal and administrative investigations are kept appropriately separate after a subject

deputy has provided a compelled statement.

92



Case 2:07-cv-02513-GMS Document 580-4 Filed 06/13/13 Page 94 of 129

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL—-FOR NEGOTIATION PURPOSESONLY
PROPOSED AGREEMENT

PREPARED BY UNITED STATES-02/26/12
247. Nothing in this Agreement or MCSO policy shall hamper a deputy’ s obligation to
provide a public safety statement regarding a work-related incident or activity. MCSO shall
make clear that all deputy statements in incident reports, arrest reports, use of force reports and
similar documents, and statements made in interviews such as those conducted in conjunction
with MCSO'’s routine use of force review and investigation process, are part of each deputy’s
routine professional duties and are not compelled statements. Where a deputy believes that
providing averbal or written statement will be self-incriminating, the deputy shall affirmatively
state this and shall not be compelled to provide a statement without prior consultation with the
criminal investigative agency and the IA commander, and approval by the Sheriff.
248. If a any time during complaint intake or investigation the investigator determines that
there may have been criminal conduct on the part of any MCSO personnel, the investigator shall
immediately notify the IA commander. The A commander shall notify the Sheriff, County
Attorney’ s Office, and local FBI regarding the initiation of acrimina investigation. Where an
alegation isinvestigated criminaly, IA shall continue with the administrative investigation of
the alegation, except that it may delay or decline to conduct an interview of the subject deputy
or other witnesses until completion of the criminal investigation. At the completion of any
criminal investigation, 1A shall complete its administrative investigation and shall report its
findings.

H. Analysis of Evidence

249. Ineachinvestigation, MCSO shall consider al relevant evidence including
circumstantial, direct and physical evidence, as appropriate, and make credibility determinations

based upon that evidence. There will be no automatic preference for a deputy’ s statement over a
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non-deputy’ s statement, nor will MCSO disregard awitness statement merely because the
witness has some connection to the complainant or because of any criminal history. MCSO shall
make efforts to resolve material inconsistencies between witness statements.
250. A misconduct investigation shall not be closed simply because the complaint is
withdrawn or the aleged victim is unwilling or unable to provide additional information beyond
theinitial complaint. In such instances, the investigation shall continue as necessary to
determine whether the original allegation(s) can be resolved based on the evidence and
investigatory procedures and techniques available. In each investigation, the fact that a
complainant pled guilty or was found guilty of an offense will not be considered dispositive asto
whether MCSO deputy committed the alleged misconduct, nor shall it justify discontinuing the
investigation.
251. The misconduct investigator shall explicitly identify and recommend one of the following
dispositions for each allegation of misconduct in an administrative investigation:

a) “Unfounded,” where the investigator determines, by a preponderance of the evidence,

that the alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject deputy;

b) “Sustained,” where the investigator determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, that

the aleged misconduct did occur;

c) “Not Sustained,” where the investigator is unable to determine, by a preponderance of the

evidence, whether the alleged misconduct occurred; or

d) “Exonerated,” wherethe investigator determines, by a preponderance of the evidence,

that the alleged conduct did occur but did not violate MCSO policies, procedures, or training.
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252. ThelA commander shall accept the investigator’ s recommended disposition and the
Sheriff shall approve the disposition, unless the disposition is unsupported by a preponderance of
the evidence or additional investigation is necessary to reach areliable finding. Where the A
Commander or the Sheriff believes that the disposition is unsupported by a preponderance of the
evidence, the lA Commander or Sheriff may change the disposition or order additional
investigation with awritten explanation fully detailing the reasons for the change or request for
additional investigation.
253. In addition to determining whether the deputy committed the alleged misconduct,
administrative investigations shall assess and document, whether: (@) the police action was in
compliance with training and legal standards; (b) the use of different tactics should or could have
been employed to achieve a potentially better outcome; (c) the incident indicates a need for
additional training, counseling or other non-disciplinary corrective measures, and (d) the incident
suggests that MCSO should revise its policies, strategies, tactics, or training. Thisinformation
shall be shared with the relevant commander(s) who shall document the commander’s
disagreement or agreement with these findings; refer any recommendations to the appropriate
individual to implement the recommended change; document the implementation of these
recommendations; and return the documentation to |A.

l. I ntegrity of I nvestigative File and Evidence

254. Division/District Level investigation reports and all related documentation and evidence

shall be provided both to IA and to the OIG within 24 hours of completion of the investigation.
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255.  All investigation reports and related documentation and evidence shall be securely
maintained in a central and accessible location until every deputy who was a subject of the
complaint has severed employment with MCSO.

J. Communication with Complainant

256. Each misconduct complainant shall be notified in writing of the initiation and will be kept
informed periodically regarding the status of an investigation. The complainant will be notified
of the outcome of the investigation, in writing, within ten business days of the completion of the
investigation, including regarding whether any disciplinary or non-disciplinary action was taken.

K. Discipline Process and Transpar ency

257. MCSO shall ensure that discipline for sustained allegations of misconduct is based on the
nature of the allegation and defined, consistent, mitigating and aggravating factors, rather than
the identity of the deputy or hisor her status within MCSO or the broader community. MCSO
and the County shall develop and implement procedures to ensure that disciplineisfar and
consistent including:
258. MCSO, in consultation with the County, shall develop a disciplinary matrix that:

a) establishes a presumptive range of discipline for each type of rule violation;

b) increases the presumptive discipline based upon the deputy’ s prior violations of the same

or other rules,

c) setsout defined mitigating and aggravating factors;

d) requiresthat any departure from the presumptive range of discipline must be justified in

writing;
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€) providesthat MCSO shall take disciplinary corrective action in cases in which the

disciplinary matrix callsfor the imposition of discipline; and

f) providesthat MCSO shall consider whether non-disciplinary corrective action also is

appropriate in a case where discipline has been imposed.
259. MCSO shall establish aunified system for reviewing sustained findings and assessing the
appropriate level of discipline pursuant to MCSO' s disciplinary matrix to facilitate consistency
in the imposition of discipline. All disciplinary decisions shall be documented, including the
rational e behind any decision to deviate from the level of discipline set out in the disciplinary
matrix.
260. MCSO shal develop and establish written policies and procedures to ensure that the
County Attorney’s Office provides close guidance to MCSO at the disciplinary stage to ensure
that MCSO'’ s disciplinary decisions are as fair and legally defensible as possible.

L. Annual Report

261. |A shdl includein itsannual report asummary of each misconduct complaint, the final
approved disposition, and any disciplineimposed. 1A’s annual report shall aso include
aggregate misconduct complaint data showing the number of each type of complaint and the
number and rate of sustained cases after final approval, and shall provide an analysis of this data
that identifies trends and concerns and documents MCSO'’ s response to the identified trends and
concerns.

M. Performance Metrics for Complaint Process Reforms

262. Inorder to ensure that MCSO' s supervision-related reforms are conducted in accordance

with the Constitution and laws of the United States and State of Arizona, and to assess the
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effectiveness of such reforms, the Monitor shall assess MCSO' s progress in implementing these
provisions.
263. Inaddition, the Monitor shall assess the effectiveness of the reforms described in this
section, considering the following:
a) investigation timeliness;
b) noatification to complainant of initiation, status, and final disposition of investigation;
¢) number of misconduct complaints, with a qualitative assessment of whether any increase
or decrease appears related to access to the complaint process, and assessment of where and
when complaints are coming from, by geographic area, shift and demographic category;
d) number of internal misconduct complaints;
€) rateof sustained, not sustained, exonerated, and unfounded misconduct complaints;
f) number and rate of misconduct complaintsin which the finding for each allegation is
supported by a preponderance of the evidence;
g) number of deputies who are subjects of repeated misconduct complaints, or have
repeated instances of sustained misconduct complaints;
h) arrests/lsummons of deputies for on- or off-duty conduct;
i) criminal prosecutions of deputies for on- or off-duty conduct;
J) number of civil suits against MCSO personnel and amount of County settlements and
judgments for civil suitsfiled against MCSO personnel for on- or off-duty conduct; and
k) number and nature of civil suits against MCSO deputies regardless of whether the

County is adefendant in the litigation.
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IX. RETALIATION

MCSO shall ensure that its law enforcement activities do not infringe on the freedom of
expression and speech of Maricopa County residents and visitors and MCSO personnel, as
protected by the First Amendment of the Constitution and other federal laws. To achieve this
outcome, MCSO shall develop and implement the following:

A. Anti-Retaliation Policies and Procedures

264. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement policies and
procedures that expressly prohibit retaliation by MCSO personnel against other MCSO
personnel, and residents and visitors to Maricopa County. The County and MCSO shall
expressly prohibit al forms of retaliation targeting individuals who criticize the Sheriff or the
policies and practices of MCSO, whether subtle or direct, including discouragement,
intimidation, coercion, or adverse action.

265. MCSO anti-retaliation policies shall establish that the presumptive penalty for retaiation
IS termination.

266. The County and MCSO shall make complaint forms and informational materials,
including brochures and posters, available at appropriate government properties, including, at a
minimum, MCSO headquarters, District stations, MCSO and County websites, County facilities,
Courthouses within Maricopa County, all public libraries, Public Defender facilities, and at the
offices or gathering places of community groups. The County and MCSO shall make sure that
al materials are available in English and Spanish. Individuals shall be able to submit retaliation
complaints through the MCSO and County websites and these websites shall include complaint

forms and information regarding how to file retaliation complaints.
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B. First Amendment Right to Observe and Record Deputy Conduct

267. MCSO shall ensure that onlookers or bystanders may witness, observe, record, and/or
comment on law enforcement actions, including stops, detentions, searches, arrests, or uses of
force, in accordance with the Constitution and laws of the United States and State of Arizona.
Deputies shall respect the right of civilians to observe, record, and/or verbally comment on or
complain about the performance of police duties occurring in public, and MCSO shall ensure
that deputies understand that exercising this right serves important public purposes.

268. Individuas observing law enforcement actions shall be permitted to remain in the
proximity of the incident unless their presence would jeopardize the safety of the deputy, the
suspect, or othersin the vicinity; the bystander violates the law; or the bystander incites othersto
violate the law.

269. Individuas shall be permitted to record law enforcement activities by camera, video
recorder, cell phone recorder, or other means, unless their presence would jeopardize the safety
of the deputy, the suspect, or othersin the vicinity; the bystander violates the law; or the
bystander incites others to violate the law.

270. Deputies shall not threaten, intimidate, or otherwise discourage an individual from
remaining in the proximity of or recording law enforcement activities.

271. Deputies shall not detain, prolong the detention of, or arrest an individual for remaining
in the proximity of, recording or verbally commenting on deputy conduct directed at the
individual or athird party, unless their presence would jeopardize the safety of the deputy, the
suspect, or othersin the vicinity; the bystander violates the law; or the bystander incites othersto

violate the law.
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272. Deputies shall not seize or otherwise coerce production of recorded sounds or images,
without obtaining a warrant, absent exigent circumstances. Deputies shall never destroy or order
an individual to destroy any recordings. Where a deputy has areasonable belief that a bystander
or witness has captured arecording of critical evidence related to a misdemeanor or felony
crime, the deputy may secure such evidence for no longer than necessary to obtain alegal
subpoena, search warrant, or other valid order.

C. Performance Metricsfor Retaliation Reforms

273.  Inorder to ensure that MCSO' s retaliation-related reforms are conducted in accordance
with the Constitution and laws of the United States and State of Arizona, and to assess the
effectiveness of such reforms, the Monitor shall assess MCSO' s progress in implementing these
provisions.
274. TheMonitor shall assess the effectiveness of the reforms described in this section,
considering the following:

a) dalegedincidents of retaliation that occurred or were investigated,

b) any disciplineimposed for retaliation; and,

c) supervisors performancein addressing and preventing retaliation.

X. OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL AND ADDITIONAL MEANSFOR

OVERSIGHT AND TRANSPARENCY

MCSO and the County shall develop, implement, and maintain systems to ensure
effective, comprehensive, and transparent oversight of MCSO that will be sustained after the
completion of this Agreement. These oversight systems shall ensure that improper incidents,

practices, or trends are identified and corrected in an equitable and timely manner to facilitate
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effective and constitutional policing and increase trust between MCSO and the broader Maricopa
County community. To achieve these outcomes, MCSO and the County shall develop and
implement the following:

A. Office of the | nspector Gener al

275. Constitutional policing rests on consistent and unbiased assessment of alaw enforcement
agency’ s policies and practices. To that end, the County shall establish an Office of the
Inspector Genera (“OIG”) to ensure MCSO'’ s continued compliance with constitutional policing.
The OIG shall carry out its responsibilities through three distinct areas of activity: Compliance
Audits, Complaint Investigation and Adjudication, and Public Reporting.

276. The Court shall appoint an Inspector General for aterm of 5 years, which shall be
renewable. The Court shall select the Inspector General from alist of candidates created by the
Monitor, who shall take into account recommendations from the County, MCSO, the DOJ, and
appropriate community stakeholders.

277. The OIG cannot be removed absent substantial neglect of duty, gross misconduct in

office, or inability to discharge the duties of office.

278. After theinitial 5 year term, the Board of Supervisorswill appoint the Inspector General
for subsequent 5 year terms.

279. Whilethis Agreement isin effect, the OIG shall be empowered to initiate and conduct
independent investigations of MCSO regarding any incident, policy, pattern or practice related to
compliance with the terms of this agreement. The OIG shall be an “ Officer of the MCSO” for

the purposes of having full access to records and otherwise independent of MCSO, the Sheriff,
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and the County Attorney. The OIG shall report directly to the Court and the Maricopa County
Board of Supervisors.
280. OIG reports shall include the findings of investigation as well as any recommendations to
address or remedy any findings. Should the Sheriff determine not to implement an OIG finding,
the Sheriff must provide written notice to the OIG, the County, the Monitor and the Court. The
notice from the Sheriff must include ajustification for the decision not to implement the
recommendation and any alternative measure the Sheriff will take.
281. Thereportsof the OIG shall be deemed legal advice to the County Council, and all
information developed during an investigation shall be protected by the work product and
attorney client privileges. The OIG shall not be required or compelled to testify, satisfy
document requests, or provide information to third parties or in judicial proceedings unrelated to
this Agreement regarding its investigations.
282. The County shall fully fund the OIG so that it can employ an Inspector General,
sufficient employees to conduct the investigations necessary to complete the OIG’ s work,
facilities, office equipment and technology, and other necessary items to conduct itswork. The
OIG shall not be located on MCSO premises. The staffing and resource needs of the OIG shall
be assessed and determined on an annual basis by the Monitor, in consultation with the OIG and
the County.
283. The Monitor shall determine whether MCSO has fully complied with the provisions of
this Agreement. After MCSO achieves full and effective compliance with specific provisions of

this Agreement, those provisions will be transferred to the OIG for continued review.
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284. The Sheriff and MCSO personnel shall be required to cooperate fully with the OIG. The
OIG shall have accessto any MCSO personnel and facilities, subject to limitations imposed by
law. The Sheriff and MCSO personnel shall promptly provide complete and unrestricted access
to the OIG to inspect records, reports of audits, IA investigations, and complaints from MCSO's
D Services. The OIG shall evaluate these reports, audits, and investigations to assess their
quality, completeness, and findings.
285. The OIG shall accept complaints from MCSO officers and the public regarding
compliance with this Agreement, including allegations of retaliatory conduct by MCSO. The
OIG shall notify the Monitor of any complaints related to the Agreement. The OIG shall record
and track all alegations. If the OIG determines that a complaint falls within its jurisdiction and
indicates misconduct, the OIG shall have the authority to conduct an investigation. The OIG
shall protect the identity of complainants, unless disclosure is unavoidable in order to effectively
investigate an allegation or is otherwise required by law. The OIG will provide each
complainant with the results of the investigation. Should the OIG decline to investigate, the
complainant will be notified of the declination.
286. Tofully carry out the duties of its office, the OIG shall have the power to subpoena
witnesses, administer oaths or affirmations, take testimony and compel the production of
documents, papers, records, and books as may be deemed relevant to any review, inquiry, or
investigation undertaken by the OIG. The OIG shall notify the Board of Supervisors of the
issuance of a subpoena prior to its service. The OIG shall not make criminal referrals based on

information gained through its investigations, may compel statements and shall take all
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appropriate steps to ensure that compelled statements are not available to, nor interfere with, any
criminal prosecution.
287. Inaddition to reports of investigations, the OIG shall annually release a public report
detailing its activities. In consultation with PCAB and community stakeholders, the OIG shall
strive to guarantee its public report is accessible and useful to the public. Public reports shall not
include personaly identifiable information regarding individual MCSO employees or
complainants. Reports shall include:
a) status reports on MCSO’ s continued compliance with Agreement provisions under the
jurisdiction of the OIG, including, when pertinent, statistical analyses and community and
law enforcement satisfaction surveys,
b) OIG recommendations regarding MCSO policies and practices as they relate to
compliance with this Agreement;
) data, analysis, and discussion of trends relating to complaints received by the OIG,
including data related to complaints that are sustained and rate that are not sustained, overall
and by type; and
d) data, anaysis, and discussion related to performance metrics, including those detailed
throughout this Agreement, as determined necessary by the Court, the Monitor, or the OIG.
288. The OIG shal brief the County, MCSO, the Sheriff, and the Monitor within 30 days of
the release of its annual report on its findings and conclusions. Within 90 days of the briefing,
MCSO shall respond, in written form, to the findings and recommendations made by the OIG.

MCSO’ s response shall meaningfully address the findings and conclusions of the annual report
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and shall outline proposed changes in MCSO policies and procedures. MCSO'’s response shall
be made publicly available and accessible.

Xl.  COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

MCSO shall engage in community-oriented policing. MCSO shall create robust
community relationships and engage constructively with the community to ensure collaborative
problem-solving, ethical and bias-free policing and custody services, and an increasein
community confidencein MCSO. To achieve this outcome, MCSO shall develop and implement
the following:

A. Community-Oriented Policing

289. MCSO shall reviseits mission statement to reflect its commitment to community-
oriented policing and shall integrate community and problem-oriented policing principlesinto its
management, policies and procedures, recruitment, training, personnel evaluations, tactics,
deployment of resources, and systems of accountability.

290. Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall reassess its staffing allocation and
personnel deployment, including use of specialized units and deployment by geographic area, to
ensure that they support community policing and problem-solving goals and shall modify or
disband any unitsif they are incompatible with effective and community-oriented policing.

291. Within one year of the Effective Date and annually thereafter, MCSO shall provide 20
hours of comprehensive training on community policing and problem-oriented policing methods
and skillsfor all deputies, including supervisors, managers and executives. This training shall
include:

a) improving public safety and crime prevention through community engagement;
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b) leadership, ethics, interpersona skills;
c) community engagement, including how to establish formal partnerships and actively
engage community organizations, including those serving youth and immigrant communities;
d) problem-oriented policing tactics, including the “SARA” (Scanning, Analysis, Response,
Assessment) approach to identifying, assessing, resolving and evaluating collaborative
efforts to increase public safety;
€) conflict resolution and verbal de-escalation of conflict; and
f) cultura diversity and how to communicate with individualsin commonly encountered
scenarios.
292. Cultural awarenesstraining shall be designed and delivered in consultation with and in
conjunction with the Police Community Advisory Board (established and described in Section
X(C) of this Agreement).
293. Within one year of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement mechanisms
to measure deputy outreach to a broad cross-section of community members, with an emphasis
on outreach to the Latino community, to establish extensive problem-solving partnerships and
develop and implement cooperative strategies with this broader cross-section of stakeholders.
MCSO shall develop and implement partnerships to provide immediate and ongoing support to
families of victims of sexual assaults and other serious crimes.
294.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop measurements to assess the
effectiveness of its community partnerships and problem-solving strategies. Each District shall
prepare a publicly-available report on at least a quarterly basis that details its community

partnerships, meetings, and problem-solving activities, including specific problems addressed
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and steps taken by MCSO and the community toward their resolution. The District reports also
shall identify obstacles faced and recommendations for future improvement.

B. District Community Outreach Programs and M eetings

295.  Within 180 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall develop and implement a
Community Outreach and Public Information program in each MCSO District.

296. The Community Outreach and Public Information program shall require at least one open
meeting every two monthsin each of MCSO'’ s patrol Districts the first year of this Agreement,
and one meeting quarterly in each District annually thereafter. These open meetings shall be led
by the District Commander and shall inform the public about the requirements of this
Agreement; MCSO’ s progress meeting these requirements; and address areas of community
concern related to public trust and constitutional policing. At least one week before such
meetings, the County shall widely publicize the meetings using television, print media and the
internet. These meetings shall not be on MCSO property and shall be held at |ocations with easy
access to public transportation. MCSO shall coordinate with the community in which the
meeting is held to ensure that adequate child careis provided. The Sheriff shall attend at |east
two meetings in each District every year. The Sheriff’s planned attendance shall be publicized.
297. The Community Outreach and Public Information meetings shall include summaries of
al audits and reports completed pursuant to this Agreement and inform the public of any policy
changes or other significant actions taken as aresult of this Agreement.

298. Every MCSO deputy and supervisor assigned to aDistrict shall attend at |east two

community meetings each year in the geographic area to which the deputy is assigned.
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C. Police Community Advisory Board

299. MCSO, the County, and the OIG shall work with community representatives to create a
PCAB to facilitate regular communication and cooperation between MCSO, the County, the
OIG, and community leaders, including youth leaders, and to provide specific recommendations
to MCSO about policies and practices that will increase community trust.
300. MCSO and the OIG shall work collaboratively with the PCAB to develop and implement
public safety strategies that respect and reflect each community's public safety priorities and
concerns about particular police tactics. To the extent agreed upon by the PCAB, MCSO shall
seek PCAB'’s assistance, counsel, recommendations, or participation in areas including:

a) community policing strategies;

b) law enforcement priorities;

C) traning;

d) victim services,

€) any aspect of this Agreement, including: discriminatory policing, search, seizure and

arrest issues, use of force issues, and the civilian complaint process;

f) advice on recruiting a qualified, diverse workforce; and

g) advising the Sheriff on ways to provide data and information, including information about

MCSO’ s compliance with this Agreement, to the public in atransparent and public-friendly

format.

XIl. POLICIESAND TRAINING GENERALLY

MCSO'’ s policies and procedures shall embody the core values and priorities of

constitutional policing, and provide clear direction to ensure that supervisors, deputies, civilian
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employees and posse members lawfully, effectively, and ethically carry out their law
enforcement responsibilities. MCSO and the County shall ensure that all MCSO employees are
trained to understand and effectuate their duties and responsibilities pursuant to MCSO policies
and procedures. To achieve these outcomes, MCSO shall develop and implement the following:

A. Policy Development, Review, and | mplementation

301. MCSO shall develop comprehensive and agency-wide policies and procedures that
ensure consistency with, and full implementation of, this Agreement, and incorporate each
requirement herein. Unless otherwise noted, al policies, procedures, and manuals shall be

devel oped within 180 days of the Effective Date.

302. MCSO policies and procedures shall define terms clearly, comply with applicable law
and the requirements of this Agreement, and comport with best practices and current professional
standards.

303. MCSO shall review each policy or procedure 180 days after it is implemented, and
annually thereafter, to ensure that the policy or procedure provides effective direction to MCSO
personnel and remains consistent with this Agreement, best practices, current law and
professional standards, including incorporating mechanisms to promote and measure
accountability and community engagement. MCSO also shall review policies and procedures as
necessary upon notice of apolicy deficiency during audits or reviews. MCSO shall revise any
deficient policy as soon as practicable. The Monitor and DOJ shall provide the same review and

approval of revised policies and procedures as with theinitial policies and procedures.
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304. MCSO's Department-wide policies and procedures shall be collected in a Department-
level policy and procedure manual, and bureau-wide policies and procedures shall be collected in
bureau-level policy and procedure manuals, and include the following MCSO functions:
a) Field operations, including patrol, supervision task forces, and special operations,
including the Human Smuggling Unit, Criminal Employment Squad, and V olunteer Posse
operations;
b) IA, including case and records management, administrative investigations, confidential
investigations, parallel criminal and administrative investigations, audits, and deputy drug
testing;
¢) Use of Force Reporting, Investigation, and Review;
d) In-Custody Death Reviews;
e) Criminal investigations, including sub-units assigned to investigate sexual assaults,
domestic violence, and child sexual abuse;
f) Recruitment and Training, including Academy, In-Service, and Roll Call training; and
g) Datacollection and retention, including information received through MCSO tip-lines
and civilian complaints.
305. MCSO shal submit al new and revised policies, procedures, processes, manuas, and
trainings (hereinafter, “policy” or “policies’) to the Monitor and DOJ for review and comment
prior to publication and implementation.
306. TheMonitor and DOJ shall review all MCSO policy promulgated pursuant to this
Agreement to determine whether the policy is consistent with and incorporates the requirements

of this Agreement, and that the policy defines terms clearly, complies with applicable law, and
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comports with best practices and current professional standards. The Monitor shall provide the
Parties with written comments regarding the policies within 45 days of receipt. DOJ shall review
and provide comments within 30 days after receipt of the Monitor’s written comments. MCSO
shall implement policy within 14 days of receiving approval from the Monitor and DOJ.
307. MCSO shall apply policies uniformly.

B. Training on Revised Policies, Procedur es, and Practices

308. Within 60 days of the Effective Date, MCSO shall ensure that all personnel attend at |east
two hours of training on the content of this Agreement and the responsibilities of each MCSO
employee pursuant to it.

309. Within 60 days after issuing a policy or procedure pursuant to this Agreement, MCSO
shall ensure that all relevant MCSO personnel have received, read, and understand their
responsibilities pursuant to the policy or procedure. Along with each issuance, MCSO will note
the requirement that all personnel report violations of policy; that supervisors of al ranks shall
be held accountable for identifying and responding to policy or procedure violations by
personnel under their command; and that personnel will be held accountable for policy and
procedure violations.

310. Unless otherwise noted, the training required pursuant to this Agreement shall be
delivered within one year of the Effective Date, and annually thereafter. Within 60 days of the
Effective Date, MCSO shall set out a schedule for delivering al training required by this
Aqgreement.

311. The Monitor shall assess and report whether relevant personnel understand each policy or

procedure as necessary to fulfill their responsibilities.
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X111, AGREEMENT IMPLEMENTATION AND ENFORCEMENT

A. Sdlection of the Monitor

312.  Within 60 days of the Effective Date, the Parties shall select a Monitor to assess and
report whether the requirements of this Agreement have been implemented, and whether this
implementation is resulting in increased constitutional and professional treatment of individuals
by MCSO.

313. TheParties shall have an opportunity to interview the prospective hiree and request
additional information about the prospective hiree’ s background and experience, including
references and alist of recent consulting or monitoring work.

314. If the Parties are unable to agree on a Monitor or an alternative method of selection
within 60 days of the Effective Date, each Party shall submit the names of three candidates with
experience as law enforcement practices experts or monitors, along with resumes and cost
proposals, to the Court, and the Court shall select a Monitor from among the qualified
candidates.

315. TheMonitor shal be appointed for aperiod of five years from the Effective Date and
shall have his/her appointment presumptively extended every two years until Defendants
demonstrate full and effective compliance with the entire Agreement.

316. Defendants shall bear all reasonable fees and costs of the Monitor. In selecting the
Monitor, DOJ and Defendants recogni ze the importance of ensuring that the fees and costs borne
by Defendants are reasonable, and accordingly fees and costs shall be one factor considered in

selecting the Monitor. In the event that any dispute arises regarding the reasonableness or
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payment of the Monitor’s fees and costs, Defendants, DOJ, and the Monitor shall attempt to
resolve such dispute cooperatively prior to seeking the assistance of the Court.
317. TheMonitor, at any time after itsinitial selection, may request to be allowed to hire or
employ or contract with such additional persons or entities as are reasonably necessary to
perform the tasks assigned to the Monitor by this Agreement. Any person or entity hired or
otherwise retained by the Monitor to assist in furthering any provision of this Agreement shall be
subject to the provisions of this Agreement. The Monitor shall notify the Defendants and DOJ in
writing if the Monitor wishes to select such additional persons or entities. The notice shall
identify and describe the qualifications of the person or entity to be hired or employed and the
monitoring tasks to be performed. If the County and DOJ agree to the Monitor’ s proposal, the
Monitor shall be authorized to hire or employ such additional persons or entities. The County or
DOJ have ten business days to disagree with the proposal. If the County and DOJ are unable to
reach agreement within ten business days of receiving notice of the disagreement by the other
Party, the Court shall resolve the dispute.
318. Intheevent that full and effective implementation of this Agreement requires technical
assistance beyond the scope of the Monitor’s duties, DOJ, MCSO, and/or the Monitor shall
inform the County of the need for technical assistance and its relation to implementation of the
Agreement. The Monitor, with assistance from the County, shall arrange for the prompt
initiation of the required technical assistance, to be performed by the Monitor or its agent or
independent contractor; or a separate entity. The County shall set aside $100,000.00 for this

purpose, and shall allocate additional funds as necessary. If any Party disagrees with the need
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for the technical assistance requested, the Party shall, within 15 days of being informed in
writing of the requested technical assistance, inform the Court, which shall resolve the dispute.
319. Should any of the Parties to this Agreement determine that the Monitor’ s individual
members, agents, employees, or independent contractors have exceeded their authority or failed
to satisfactorily perform the duties required by this Agreement, the Party may petition the Court
for such relief as the Court deems appropriate, including replacement of the Monitor, and/or any
individual members, agents, employees, or independent contractors.
320. Defendants shall provide the Monitor with permanent office space and reasonable office
support such as office furniture, secure internet access, telephones, secure document storage, and
photocopying, faxing and scanning equipment.

B. Role of the M onitor

321. The Monitor shall be subject to the supervision and orders of the Court, consistent with
this Agreement. The Monitor shall only have the duties, responsibilities and authority conferred
by this Agreement.

322. The Monitor shall not, and is not intended to, replace or assume the role and duties of the
Defendants, including the Sheriff.

323. Inorder to assess and report on the Defendants’ implementation of this Agreement and
whether implementation is resulting in increased community trust and the constitutional and
professional treatment of individuals by MCSO, the Monitor shall conduct the compliance
reviews and audits, outcome assessments, and incident reviews specified, and such additional

audits, reviews, and assessments as the Monitor or the Parties deem appropriate.
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C. Compliance Reviews and Audits

324. TheMonitor shall conduct compliance reviews or audits as necessary to determine
whether the Defendants have implemented and continue to comply with the material
requirements of this Agreement. Compliance with amaterial requirement of this Agreement
requires that Defendants have: (@) incorporated the requirement into policy; (b) trained all
relevant personnel as necessary to fulfill their responsibilities pursuant to the requirement; (c)
ensured comprehension of all training received; (d) ensured that the requirement is being carried
out in actual practice; and (e) ensured that compliance has been consistently maintained for three
years. Compliance reviews and audits shall contain both qualitative and quantitative elements as
necessary for reliability and comprehensiveness.
325. In conducting these outcome assessments the Monitor may use any relevant data
collected and maintained by MCSO, provided that it has determined, and the Parties agree, that
this datais reasonably reliable and complete. To conduct the annual community survey, the
Monitor shall retain an individual or entity which shall:

a) develop abaseline of measures on public satisfaction with policing, attitudes among police

personnel, the quality of police-civilian encounters; and the quality of interactions between

personsin custody and MCSO jail personnel;

b) conduct baseline surveys of County residents, police personnel, and personsin custody,

and follow-up surveys on at least an annual basis. The baseline survey will be conducted by

an entity with expertisein socia science research and statistics. DOJwill review and

approve the entity selected.

116



Case 2:07-cv-02513-GMS Document 580-4 Filed 06/13/13 Page 118 of 129

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL—-FOR NEGOTIATION PURPOSESONLY
PROPOSED AGREEMENT

PREPARED BY UNITED STATES-02/26/12

¢) ensure that the community surveys are designed to capture each demographic category;
and
d) conduct the survey in English and Spanish.

D. Monitoring Plan and Review M ethodology

326. Within 90 days of the Effective Date, the Monitor shall develop a plan for conducting the
above outcome assessments and compliance reviews and audits, and shall submit this plan to the
Parties for review and approval. This plan shall:
a) clearly delineate the requirements of the Agreement to be assessed for compliance,
indicating which requirements will be assessed together;
b) set out a schedule for conducting outcome measure assessments for each outcome measure
at least annually, except where otherwise noted, with the first assessment occurring within 18
months of the Effective Date;
C) set out a schedule for conducting a compliance review or audit of each requirement of this
Agreement within the first three years of the Agreement, and a compliance review or audit of
each requirement at least annually thereafter.
327. Where the Monitor recommends and the Parties agree, the Monitor may refrain from
conducting a compliance audit or review of arequirement previously found to be in compliance
by the Monitor pursuant to audit or review, or where outcome assessments indicate that the
outcome intended by the requirement has been achieved.
328. Atleast 90 days prior to theinitiation of any outcome measure assessment or compliance
review or audit, the Monitor shall submit a proposed methodology for the assessment, review or

audit, to the Parties. The Parties shall submit any comments or concerns regarding the proposed
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methodology to the Monitor within 45 days of the proposed date of the assessment, review or
audit. The Monitor shall modify the methodology as necessary to address any concerns or shall
inform the Parties in writing of the reasons it is not modifying its methodol ogy as proposed.

E. Monitor Recommendations and Technical Assistance

329. TheMonitor may make recommendations to the Parties regarding measures necessary to
ensure timely, full and effective implementation of this Agreement and its underlying objectives.
Such recommendations may include a recommendation to change, modify, or amend a provision
of the Agreement, arecommendation for additional training in any arearelated to this
Agreement, or arecommendation to seek technical assistance. In addition to such
recommendations, the Monitor may aso, at the request of the Defendants or DOJ, provide
technical assistance consistent with the Monitor’s responsibilities under this Agreement.

F. Compr ehensive Re-Assessment

330. TheMonitor shall conduct a comprehensive assessment four years after the Effective
Date to determine whether and to what extent the outcomes intended by this Agreement have
been achieved, and any modifications to the Agreement that are necessary for continued
achievement in light of changed circumstances or unanticipated impact (or lack of impact) of a
requirement. This assessment shall also address areas of greatest achievement and the
requirements that appear to have contributed to this success, as well as areas of greatest concern,
including strategies for accelerating full and effective compliance. Based upon this
comprehensive assessment, the Monitor shall recommend modifications to the Agreement
necessary to achieve and sustain intended outcomes. Where the Parties agree with the Monitor’s

recommendations, the Parties shall stipulate to modify the Agreement accordingly.
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G. Monitor Reports

331. TheMonitor shal file with the Court quarterly written, public reports covering the
reporting period that shall include:
a) adescription of the work conducted by the Monitor during the reporting period;
b) alisting of each Agreement requirement indicating which requirements have been: (1)
incorporated into implemented policy; (2) the subject of sufficient training for all relevant
MCSO deputies and employees; (3) reviewed or audited by the Monitor to determine
whether they have been fully implemented in actual practice, including the date of the review
or audit; and (4) found by the Monitor to have been fully implemented in practice;
c) the methodology and specific findings for each audit or review conducted. An
unredacted version shall be filed under seal with the Court and provided to the Parties. The
underlying data for each audit or review shall not be publicly available but shall be retained
by the Monitor and provided to either or both Parties upon request;
d) for any requirements that were reviewed or audited and found not to have been fully
implemented in practice, the Monitor’ s recommendations regarding necessary steps to
achieve compliance;
€) the methodology and specific findings for each outcome assessment conducted;
f) qualitative assessment of MCSO' s progress in achieving the desired outcomes for each
area covered by the Agreement, noting issues of concern or particular achievement; and
g) aprojection of the work to be completed during the upcoming reporting period and any

anticipated challenges or concerns related to implementation of the Agreement.
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332.  TheMonitor shal provide acopy of quarterly reportsto the Parties in draft form at least
ten business days prior to Court filing and public release of the reports to allow the Partiesto
informally comment on the reports. The Monitor shall consider the Parties' responses and make
appropriate changes before issuing the report.
333. Thereports shall be public with the exception of material covered by privacy laws.

H. Communication between Monitor and Parties

334. TheMonitor shall maintain regular contact with the Parties in order to ensure effective
and timely communication regarding the status of Defendants' implementation of and
compliance with this Agreement. To facilitate this communication, and to allow the public the
opportunity to remain informed about the Agreement implementation process, the Monitor shall
conduct quarterly meetings which shall include participation by the Sheriff and representatives of
the County Attorney’s Office, and DOJ, and shall be open to the public. These meetings may be
held during normal daytime work hours.

l. Public Statements, Testimony, Records, and Conflicts of | nterest

335. Except asrequired or authorized by the terms of this Agreement or the Parties acting
together: neither the Monitor, nor any agent, employee, or independent contractor thereof, shall
make any public statements or issue findings with regard to any act or omission of the
Defendants, or their agents, representatives, or employees; or disclose non-public information
provided to the Monitor pursuant to the Agreement. Any press statement made by the Monitor
regarding its employment or monitoring activities under this Agreement shall first be approved

by the Defendants and DOJ.
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336. Unless such conflict iswaived by the Parties, the Monitor shall not accept employment or
provide consulting services that would present a conflict of interest with the Monitor’s
responsibilities under this Agreement, including being retained (on apaid or unpaid basis) by
any current or future litigant or claimant, or such litigant’s or claimant’ s attorney, in connection
with aclaim or suit against the County or its departments, deputies, agents or employees.
337. TheMonitor isnot astate or local agency, or an agent thereof, and accordingly the
records maintained by the Monitor shall not be deemed public records subject to public
inspection.
338. TheMonitor shal not be liable for any claim, lawsuit, or demand arising out of the
Monitor’ s performance pursuant to this Agreement.

J. M CSO Agreement | mplementation Unit

339. Defendants shall hire and retain, or reassign current MCSO employees to form an inter-
disciplinary unit with the skills and abilities necessary to facilitate implementation of this
Agreement. Thisunit will serve as aliaison between the Parties and the Monitor and will assist
with the Defendants implementation of and compliance with this Agreement. At a minimum,
thisunit will: coordinate the Defendants' compliance and implementation activities; facilitate
the provision of data, documents, materials, and access to the Defendants’ personnel to the
Monitor and DOJ; ensure that al data, documents and records are maintained as provided in this
Agreement; and assist in assigning implementation and compliance-related tasks to MCSO

personnel, as directed by the Sheriff or his designee.
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K. | mplementation Assessment and Report

340. MCSO and the County shall collect and maintain all data and records necessary to: (1)
document implementation of and compliance with this Agreement, including data and records
necessary for the Monitor to conduct reliable outcome assessments, compliance reviews, and
audits; and (2) perform ongoing quality assurance in each of the areas addressed by this
Aqgreement.

341. Beginning with the Monitor’sfirst quarterly report, the Defendants shall file with the
Court, with a copy to the Monitor and DQOJ, a status report no later than 45 days before the
Monitor’s quarterly report isdue. The Defendants’ report shall delineate the steps taken by the
Defendants during the reporting period to implement this Agreement; Defendants assessment of
the status of their progress; plans to correct any problems; and responses to any concerns raised
in the Monitor’s previous quarterly report.

L. Access and Confidentiality

342. Tofacilitate its work, the Monitor may conduct on-site visits and assessments without
prior notice to the Defendants. The Monitor shall have access to all necessary individuals,
facilities, and documents, which shall include access to Agreement related operations planning,
trainings, meetings, and reviews such as use of force review boards, and disciplinary hearings.
MCSO shall notify the Monitor as soon as practicable, and in any case within 12 hours, of any
immigration sweep, any immigration-related enforcement activity involving the arrest of five or
more people, or any other potentially high-profile incident related to the subject matter of this

Aqgreement.
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343. Defendants shall ensure that the Monitor shall have timely, full and direct accessto all
Defendants' staff, employees, critical incident crime scenes, and facilities that the Monitor
reasonably deems necessary to carry out the duties assigned to the Monitor by this Agreement.
The Monitor shall cooperate with the Defendants to access people and facilities in areasonable
manner that, consistent with the Monitor's responsibilities, minimizes interference with daily
operations.
344. Defendants shall ensure that the Monitor shall have full and direct accessto al
Defendants' documents and data that the Monitor reasonably deems necessary to carry out the
duties assigned to the Monitor by this Agreement, except any documents or data protected by the
attorney-client privilege. The attorney-client privilege may not be used to prevent the Monitor
from observing reviews, meetings, and trainings such as use of force review boards; disciplinary
hearings; or discussions of misconduct complaint investigations. Should the Defendants decline
to provide the Monitor access to documents or data based on attorney-client privilege, the
Defendants shall inform the Monitor and DOJ that it is withholding documents or data on this
basis and shall provide the Monitor and DOJ with alog describing the documents or data.
345. Defendants shall ensure that DOJ and its consultative experts and agents shall have full
and direct accessto al Defendants’ staff, employees, facilities, documents and data relevant to
this Agreement. DOJ and its consultative experts and agents shall cooperate with the Defendants
to access involved personnel, facilities, and documents in a reasonable manner that, consistent
with DOJ s responsibilities to enforce this Agreement, minimizes interference with regular

duties. Should the Defendants decline to provide DOJ with access to documents or data based
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on attorney-client privilege, the Defendants shall inform DOJ that it is withholding documents or
data on this basis and shall provide DOJwith alog describing the documents or data.
346. The Monitor and DOJ shall provide the Defendants with reasonable notice of arequest
for copies of documents. Upon such request, the Defendants shall provide in atimely manner
copies (electronic, where readily available) of the requested documents.
347. TheMonitor and DOJ shall have access to al records and information relating to criminal
investigations relevant to this Agreement as permissible by law. The Monitor and DOJ shall
have access to al documentsin criminal investigation files that have been closed by MCSO.
The Monitor shall also have reasonable accessto al arrest reports, warrants, and warrant
applications whether or not contained in open criminal investigation files. Where practicable,
arrest reports, warrants, and warrant applications shall be obtained from sources other than open
criminal investigation files.
348. The Monitor and DOJ shall maintain all non-public information provided by the
Defendants in a confidential manner. Other than as expressly provided in this Agreement, this
Agreement shall not be deemed awaiver of any privilege or right the Defendants may assert,
including those recognized at common law or created by statute, rule or regulation, against any
other person or entity with respect to the disclosure of any document.

M. Court Jurisdiction, M odification of the Agreement, and Enfor cement

349. This Agreement shall become effective upon entry by the Court.
350. To ensurethat the requirements of this Agreement are properly and timely implemented,
the Court shall retain jurisdiction of this action for all purposes until such time as the Defendants

have achieved full and effective compliance with this Agreement and maintained such
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compliance for no less than three years. At all times, the Defendants shall bear the burden of
demonstrating full and effective compliance with this Agreement.
351. The United States acknowledges the good faith of the Defendantsin trying to address the
remedial measures that are needed to promote police integrity and ensure constitutional policing
in Maricopa County. The United States, however, reservesits right to seek enforcement of the
provisions of this Agreement if it determines that the Defendants have failed to fully comply
with any provision of this Agreement. The United States agrees to consult with the Defendants
before instituting enforcement proceedings.
352. The Parties agree to defend the provisions of this Agreement. The Parties shall notify
each other of any court or administrative challenge to this Agreement. In the event any provision
of this Agreement is challenged in any local or state court, removal to afederal court shal be
sought by the Parties.
353. The Defendants agree to promptly notify DOJ if any term of this Agreement becomes
subject to collective bargaining consultation and to consult with DOJ in atimely manner
regarding the position the Defendants take in any collective bargaining consultation connected
with this Agreement.

N. Termination of the Agreement

354. The parties anticipate that Defendants will have reached full and effective compliance

with this Agreement within ten years of its Effective Date. The Parties may agree to jointly ask
the Court to terminate this Agreement prior to this date, provided that the Defendants have been
in full and effective compliance with this entire Agreement for three years. “Full and Effective

Compliance” shall be defined to require both sustained compliance with al materia
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requirements of this Agreement and sustained and continuing improvement in constitutional
policing, as demonstrated pursuant to the Agreement's outcome measures.
355. If after ten years from the Effective Date the Parties disagree whether Defendants have
been in full and effective compliance for three years, either Party may seek to terminate this
Agreement. In the case of termination sought by the Defendants, prior to filing amotion to
terminate, the Defendants agree to notify DOJ in writing when the Defendants have determined
that they arein full and effective compliance with this Agreement and that such compliance has
been maintained for no less than three years. Thereafter, the Parties shall promptly confer asto
the status of compliance. If, after areasonable period of consultation and the completion of any
audit or evaluation that DOJ and/or the Monitor may wish to undertake, including on-site
observations, document review, or interviews with the Defendants personnel, the Parties cannot
resolve any compliance issues, the Defendants may file a motion to terminate this Agreement. If
the Defendants move for termination of this Agreement, DOJ will have 60 days after the receipt
of the Defendants’ motion to object to the motion. If DOJ does not object, the Court may grant
the Defendants' motion. If DOJ does make an objection, the Court shall hold a hearing on the
motion and the burden shall be on the Defendants to demonstrate that they are in full and
effective compliance with this Agreement and have maintained such compliance for at least three

years.

Respectfully submitted, this  day of , 2012

For the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:

ERIC H. HOLDER, JR.
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Attorney General

THOMASE. PEREZ
Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division

ROY L. AUSTIN, JrR.
Deputy Assistant Attorney General
Civil Rights Division

JONATHAN M. SMITH
Section Chief
Specia Litigation Section

PETER GRAY

Deputy Chief

Federal Coordination and Compliance
Section

WINSOME G. GAYLE
NICOLE HEDRICK
JENNIFER L. MONDINO
SERGIO PEREZ
BHARATHI VENKATRAM
Trial Attorneys

United States Department of Justice
Civil Rights Division

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

Tel. (202) 514-6255

Fax. (202) 514-4883

For MARICOPA COUNTY SHERIFF' S
OFFICE
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SO ORDERED this day of

SHERIFF JOSEPH ARPAIO

For MARICOPA COUNTY:

WILLIAM G. MONTGOMERY
Maricopa County Attorney

301 West Jefferson Street, Suite 800
Phoenix, AZ 85003

, 2012.
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